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RICHLAND, WASH. 





TUESDAY, JULY 5, 1955 


Conoress OF THE UNITED States, 
SurcoMMITTEER ON DisPosan or GOVERNMENT- 
Ownep Communities, Jomnr ComMitree on Atomic ENnERey, 
Washington, D.C. 

A public hearing of the Subcommittee on the Disposal of Govern- 
ment-Owned Communities of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
was called to order at 9 a. m., Wednesday, July 5, 1955, Chief Joseph 
Junior High School, Richland, Wash., the Honorable Senator Henry 
M. Jackson (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Also present: George Norris, Jr., committee counsel. 

Chairman Jackson. Good morning. The Subcommittee of the Con- 
gressional Atomic Energy C ommittee on Disposal of Government- 
Owned Communities of ‘Richland, Wash., and Oak Ridge, Tenn., is 
here this morning. 

We are here in Richland to find out your views and thoughts and 
the problems involved and included in the draft of a bill ‘which I 
believe most of you now have, or any other proposal that you feel 
should be made in connection with this matter. We are sorry that the 
pressure of work on the floor of Congress prevented more members of 
the subcomittee from attending this hearing, but I am sure you are 
aware that Congress is now in the last weeks of the session in an effort 
to adjourn by July 31. 

We are very pleased to have with us this morning—I will call on 
him a little later for remarks—your Congressman from this district, 
Hal Holmes. Mr. Holmes is here at the invitation of the Subcommit- 
tee of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Now, in order to give you some of the background on the commu- 
nity disposal problem, I would like to read from a letter sent to our 
committee by the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Hon. 
Lewis L. Strauss to Congressman John J. Dempsey, the chairman of 
the subcommittee. The letter is dated June 3, and I quote from that 
letter. 

Dear Mr. DEMPSEY: We are advised that a subcommittee, under your chair- 
manship, has been established to consider S. 1824 and H. R. 5845, bills concerned 
with disposal of the Government-owned communities of Richland, Wash., and 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., and that you have scheduled hearings at Oak Ridge, June 10, 
and plan to conduct hearings at Richland in the near future. 

It is the sincere desire of the Commission that these hearings will result in 
enactment of legislation which will lead to home ownership and self-government 
and will bring to an end the unusual and undesirable arrangement of the Fed- 


eral Government, through the Atomic Energy Commission, owning and control- 
ling the communities of Richland, Wash., and Oak Ridge, Tenn. 


113 








114 DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 


The undesirability of Federal ownership and management of these communi- 
ties is apparent to everyone. From the point of view of the residents, we think 
there is general agreement that citizens of the United States should not be denied 
the right to participate in local self-government and should have the opportunity 
to own their own homes. From the point of view of the Commission, the task 
of community management has proven and continues to prove a burdensome 
distraction from the primary objectives with which the Commission has been 
charged by Congress. Our experience with new installations constructed since 
the date the Commission took over the atomic energy program in January 
1947, demonstrates that it is not necessary to the Commission’s program that 
it own or control the houses and community facilities serving workers at those 
installations, 

The fundamental undesirability of having the Commission continue to own 
and operate these communities has been emphasized recently in the President’s 
budget messages of January 21, 1954, and January 17, 1955, in which he recom- 
mended “that the Congress approve legislation to allow the residents of Oak 
Ridge, Tenn., and Richland, Wash., to purchase their homes and establish self- 
government, thus taking the Federal Government out of the business of owning 
and governing these communities.” The joint committee has repeatedly pointed 
out that Federal ownership and operation of communities such as Oak Ridge 
and Richland is unsound national policy. For example, at the Richland hearings 
last year the then chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Con- 
vressman W. Sterling Cole, expressed the determination of the committee that 
appropriate legislation would he enacted in the near future to achieve effective 
disposal of these two communities. 

The bill which the Atomic Energy Commission introduced last year took a 
long time in developing. The steps leading up to the previous bill were discussed 
in a letter of April 12, 1954, from Mr. Strauss to Congressman Cole: 

ke *k * 

“The Atomic Energy Commission inherited the federally owned communities 
of Oak Ridge and Richland (as well as Los Alamos, N. Mex.) from the Man- 
hattan Engineer District in 1947. The Commission’s consistent attitude toward 
these communities is reflected in instructions issued by its General Manager on 
December 15, 1947, stating: 

“*It is the desire and intention of the Commission that, consistent with secu- 
rity and other requirements, residents at field installations shall enjoy those 
facilities, services, and activities which are properly a part of American com- 
munity life.’ 

“In 1948 it retained the late Mr. Lyman Moore as a consultant to report on 
the feasibility of instituting self-covernment and homeownership in the AEC 
communities. Mr. Moore reported favorably on the feasibility of such action, 
but recommended several steps to be taken prior to launching a disposal 
program. <A major recommendation—separation of community costs from those 
related to other parts of the AEC program—was initiated at once. Since then 
the community accounting system has undergone repeated refinements, so that 
a close analysis of costs attributable to the various community functions is 
possible. Further investigations und reports concerning feasibility of incorpora- 
tion and disposal were made by the J. L. Jacobs Co. at Oak Ridge in January 
1949 and by the Public Administration Service at Richland in 1950. (Both of 
these firms are public administration consulting firms in Chicago, Tl.) 

“In its report entitled ‘Investigation Into the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission,’ dated October 13, 1949 (S. Rept. No. 1169, Sist Cong., Ist sess., 
p. 86), the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy stated : 

‘A detailed plan for disengaging these towns should be drawn up and a 
definite timetable established for executing it.’ 

“Tn the fall of 1950 the Commission appointed an advisory panel on community 
operations, consisting of Mr. R. G. Seurry, attorney, Dallas, Tex., chairman ; 
Mr. Frederick M. Babcock, housing consultant, Washington, D. C.: Mr. George 
. Bean, city manager. Grand Rapids, Mich. ; and Mr. George Cove, vice president, 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. After extensive review of the various previous 
studies and other documentary materials, and discussions with the residents 
of the communities involved as well as with the staff of the Commission and 
its contractors, the panel, on August 3, 1951, submitted a report with respect 
to Oak Ridge and Richland, which was released for publication by the Com- 
mission on August 9, 1951. 

“The panel report pointed out that: 


j 
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‘The communities and the housing and other facilities which they embrace 
bear an important relation to the AEC program. Their effect on the recruitment 
and maintenance of personnel both in terms of numbers of workers and in the 
grade and morale of workers is sufficient to make the presence, attractiveness, 
and efficiency of the towns a continuing concern of the Commission.’ 

“It added: 

‘Whatever policies are adopted and whatever actions are taken with respect 
to community affairs and housing in the two areas they must serve the principal 
AEC mission.’ 

“It summarized the Atomic Energy Commission’s necessities as including the 
attractiveness of the communities to AEC workers, the level of living costs at 
these communities, the adequacy of housing supply, and the level of essential 
municipal and utility services and particularly of schools and hospitals. As it 
said, ‘The interests of the AEC require not only the presence of communities, 
but the presence of good communities.’ It concluded that a program which 
‘achieves the desirable goals of self-government and private ownership without 
failing to meet all of the AEC necessities listed above’ was feasible, and it set 
forth in detail a program which it regarded as meeting that objective. 

‘ste e * 

“ ‘After receiving the panel report on Oak Ridge and Richland, the Com- 
mission arranged for surveys by the Bureau of the Census of opinions of resi- 
dents of Oak Ridge and Richland, which disclosed that a slight majority at 
each city would purchase houses on the terms proposed in the panel report. 
Meanwhile, the residents of both communities have discussed extensively the 
problems of establishing local self-government. The Legislature of the State 
of Washington has enacted legislation which would permit the city of Rich- 
land to incorporate. Resolutions from the Oak Ridge Town Council and the 
Richland Chamber of Commerce recommending incorporation and disposal of 
Commission-owned residential, commercial, and municipal property have been 
received. While the residents of Oak Ridge voted preponderantly, at a refer- 
endum on March 31, 1953, not to incorporate on January 1, 1954, that vote, taken 
at a time when the nature of legislation to be proposed by the Commission had 
not been made public, would not appear to be an expression opposed to incor- 
poration at some subsequent time assuming legislation satisfactory to both the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the residents of Oak Ridge should be enacted.’ ” 

Subsequent to the introduction of the bill last year, hearings were held at 
Richland on June 18 and 19, 1954. Numerous helpful comments and suggestions 
by various interested groups at both Richland and Oak Ridge have been received, 
during the hearings and afterward. In the light of these comments and sug- 
gestions, and of further study, the Atomic Energy Commission has proposed a 
revised bill. 

The bill last year and the revised bill this year reflect differences between 
Richland and Oak Ridge, as is to be expected from any effort to establish equi- 
table treatment for each, in view of the basic differences be twe en the two com- 
munities. These differences arise principally by reason of geographic location, 
governmental organization and fiscal requirements of the respec tive States and 
the adequacy of physical facilities in the two communities. 

It is my understanding that on March 8, 1955, the residents of Richland voted 
against incorporation and homeownership. This vote was held prior to the 
time this new bill was introduced. It is hoped that the residents of both 
Richland and Oak Ridge will find the provisions of the present bill satisfactory. 

In conclusion, we would like to emphasize that it is the firm intention of the 
Atomie Energy Commission to divest itself of ownership and control of the 
communities of Richland, Wash., and Oak Ridge, Tenn. The Commission be- 
lieves that S. 1824 and H. R. 5845 represent a workable plan to accomplish this 
end. We st: ind ready to assist in every way possible in promoting the enact- 
ment of legislation at this session of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lewis L. Strauss, Chairman. 

Since our main purpose in coming here is to listen to what you have 
to say with regard to the methods of treating the community disposal 
problem, I would like to start the hearing this morning. However, 
before starting the hearing, I would ve to make a couple of remarks. 
As you know, the hearings were held in Oak Ridge, Tenn., just a 
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short time ago. The subcommittee listens to what the people have to ' 


say who desire to be heard at that time. 

Tt appeared from the testimoriy that virtually all—well, as I under- 
stand it, the witnesses who testified favored the disposal of the facili- 
ties at Oak Ridge. Now, I felt, and I am sure Congressman Holmes 
joins with me in ‘making this observation—that if we, that is the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, approve legislation’ for Oak Ridge, 
Tenn., it should be obvious to everyone that the ground rules laid down 
in that legislation would and must apply to Richland, Wash. In 
view of that development, we felt that it would be very unfair to : 
proceed to act on legislation for Oak Ridge, alone, without giving 
the people in this community an opportunity to be heard. The Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy felt very strongly that in view of the almost 
unanimous desire of the people of Oak Ridge to have legislation passed 
as soon as possible, that the people of Ric hland should be heard before 
any such legislation might be passed. It is for that reason that we 
set up this hearing. We sincerely believe, however, that it is to your 
best interest that you have this opportunity to be heard prior to any 
acts of legislation for Oak Ridge, because obviously if we legislate 
for Oak Ridge, we will at the same time be legislating for Hanford. 
The basic rules would apply to the disposal of ‘both communities. 

Now, as soon as we return to Washington, these hearings will be 
printed, and we will have these hearings available to anyone who 
would like to have the hearings. And everybody, obviously, cannot 
participate in a hearing. If everyone in this community were to make 
a statement, we would be here quite a while. What we have tried to 
do is to have representatives of various groups within the community 
represented here, and all points of view to be heard. We have, how- 
ever, made it possible for every citizen in this town to file a statement, 
and have it included in the hearing. In other words, to avoid the 
necessity of personally delivering the message. However, every in- 
dividual—I would like to make that very clear—has a right to file a 
statement, and we will include it in the hearings, and it will be a 
permanent part of the record. 

The witnesses scheduled this morning are as follows: From the 
town council, Harold O. Monson, mayor, and James J. Lawless, attor- 
ney. 

From General Electric Co., Wilfred FE. Johnson, general manager, 
Hanford atomic products operation. 

From Richland School District No. 400, Foy A. Leach, president of 
the board of directors. 

From the League of Women Voters, Mrs. N. H. Skarshaug, presi- 
dent. 

From the chamber of commerce, Karl Diettrich, president. 

From Benton County, Herbert H. Davis, deputy prosecuting attor- 
ney, and the next witness, Charles E. Benton. 

We have scheduled for the afternoon—and maybe we can get to 





some of these witnesses before the afternoon—Dr. Ralph W. Wager; 

from the Parent Teachers Association Council, Mrs. R. W. Benoliel, 

president; Richland Citizens League, Mike McCormack, Weston Far. | 
rand, Julia B. Neumann, Don Davenport, Edwin J. Jelacie, and ! 
7, ames E. Minor. Then we have Mr. McCormack individually. Then 

we have the action committee, the antidisposal committee, and the 
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— chamber of commerce, Stan Spohr, president. Then we 
have U. L. Upson, Homer A. Moulthrop, Mrs. John B. Thompson, 
Cornelius Groot, J. M. Clark, and Mrs. H. O. Monson. And then 
there are these statements which have been filed: C. J. Cunningham, 
Paul F. X. Dunigan, A. C. Forsyth, Representative Al Henry, and 
Gov. Arthur B. Langlie. 

I would like again to emphasize that we want to learn about the 
problems that you feel important to your rights in connection with 
any possible disposal of the community facilities here in Richland, 
and it is for that purpose we are here this morning. I am sure you 
realize that Congressman Holmes and myself want to make sure that 
your interests are properly protected, consistent, however, with the 
broad national interests. The problem of disposing of these commu- 
nities has not been delegated to the Washington State delegation in 
toto. This matter must be approved by 435 Members of the House of 
Representatives, and 96 Senators. So, I am sure that, as you make 
your statements, you will bear in mind naturally your own problems, 
and at the same time do the best you can to square it with the broad 
public interests. 

I am very happy before calling the first witness to ask my colleague 
that I served with in the House, and who has been your Congressman 
since 1942, Congressman Hal Holmes, to make a statement before call- 
ing the first witness. 

Congressman Hotmes. Thank you very much Senator. I was 
happy, indeed, to be asked by the Committee on Atomic Energy Leg- 
islation to come out here and to listen 2 the testimony that is to be 
given today. Senator Jackson called me last Wednesday evening that 
he had set some hearings here for July 5, and I said, “Well, this hits 
me right between the eyes, getting this legisl: ative schedule straight- 
ened out, and I am facing a rigorous routine.” I said, “If I possibl 

can come, I will come and listen to what the people have to say.” 
Why? Because, ladies and gentlemen, this is an extremely important 
matter. It is important to you as individuals, and to this community, 
and I know that your Congressmen and Senator Jackson want to see 
to it that future disposal legislation is reported out by the Committee 
on Atomic Energy Legislation, that you people g get a fair break. 

Now, there is a committee print that has come out as of June 30, 
1955, and it has many changes in it over and above the previous way 
the two pieces of previous legislation were set up. I think there ise 
committee print—we would like very much to have an expression of 
your views and your opinions on that. Likewise, I think it was an 
ethical and a justified thing for the Senator to arrange a meeting here 
on such short notice because he had no other option, other than this 
interest in you people and your best interests as evidenced by you 
people being here. 

It is my understanding, and I am not a member of the committee 
handling the legislation, that this subcommittee was very strong and 
enthusiastic about their reception at Oak Ridge, and that Oak Ridge, 
itself, was quite enthusiastic about disposal legislation built along the 
lines of this committee print, so lately drawn up and put forth by the 
committee counsel, general counsel for the committee—Mr. George 
Norris, sitting here to my right. 

Again repeating, if there is a basic pattern brought forth in legis- 
lation by the AEC Legislation Committee for Oak Ridge distribution, 











118 DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 


it would be a basis, of course, of the pattern of disposal of our own 
city here, of Richland. It is for those reasons, in the face of the activ- 
ity on the part of the Subcommittee on Atomic Energy Legislation, 
that these hearings were set up today to get the opinions ‘and the views 
of all the various groups, the various segments, of this fine commu- 
nity, in order that we may have some idea of how they feel concerning 
these new recommendations in relation to this legislative procedure 
and committee print. ‘This is an extremely important matter, and one 
very important in the business of the Fourth Congressional District 
of the State of W ashington. During my period in C ongress, I have 
seen your city built. I “have gone through all the growing pains. I 
can remember when a young captain came into my ‘Office in 1943, and 
said, “There is going to be a huge project erected in your district.” 

The next day the General C hief of Staff was in that offic ‘e, going 
over the program of the first condemnation of Hanford Engineer 
Works of the State of Washington. ‘There were ensuing from that 
original act 1,833 pieces of litigation attached to your community. 

A book can be written upon the evolution of this project. And 
from that day on to the present date, your people played a most im- 
portant part in the economy, the heartaches, the long, hard problems 
that your Congressman whom you have sent to Washington to repre- 
sent you had to go through and has handled as efficiently as he knows 
how. 

I am happy, indeed, to be here today in facing another very im- 
portant transitory situation in the economy of this community, and 
I do appreciate being back out here with the Subcommittee on Legis- 
lation. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Congressman Holmes. We are 
pleased you are able to be here at this hearing. 

Both of us would like to stay on this evening, but it so happens that 
both of us have to be back in Washington in the morning. Iam sure 
you are aware of transportation problems, plus the 4-hour time differ- 
ence. In view of that fact, when we conclude this evening, it will be 
necessary for us to leave immediately for Seattle to get the plane back 
to Washington. 

We have with us this morning Mr. George Norris, who was here last 
year when the then chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic En- 
ergy presided at the hearing. Mr. George Norris, who is our commit- 
tee counsel, sits at the extreme right of the table. If you have any 
questions regarding the bill or draft, I hope that in the course of your 
testimony you will not hesitate to raise them. I am sure that Mr. 
Norris can answer the technical questions that may rise in the course 
of the hearing. 

Our first witness this morning is your mayor, Mr. Harold O. Mon- 
son. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD 0. MONSON, MAYOR, RICHLAND, WASH. 


Mr. Monson. Senator Jackson, Representative Holmes, and Mr. 


Norris, I am Harold O. Monson, mayor of Richland. On behalf of 
the Richland City Council, I am submitting the following testimony 


for your consideration. The Richland City Council wishes to extend 
to you their appreciation for the time and effort that you are spend- 
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ing to consider testimony to be presented at this hearing. We realize 
that this is our opportunity in Richland to present our conclusions 
regarding the proposed legislation, and we feel that you will do your 
part in Congress to pr ovide favorable action on the necessar vy changes 
in the proposed bill to make it fair and equitable to all. 

Basically, we feel that Mr. Norris and the committee have developed 
a much more satisfactory draft than the previous bills which were 
introduced into the Congress. We can ss ind the time-consum- 
ing effort and the difficult research that the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion expended in the preparation of the previous drafts, and undoubt- 
edly much of the information developed can be used in administering 
the mechanics of the proposed disposal program. The real value of 
the present bill is its simplicity and lack of cumbersome detail. It is 
with a great deal of satisfaction that the Richland City Council com- 
mends you for your excellent efforts in the prep: ration of this draft 

During the past 3 years in particular, there has been serious con- 
sideration given to an eventual disposal program. This has afforded 
an opportunity for crystalizing opinions concerning disposal, Cer- 

tainly, every American believes in the principles of homeownership 
and self- government. It provides the best, the most stable way to 

raise a family in these United States. Labor unions have for years 
battled the evil of company towns. We have at once a dangerous and 
yet a benevolent company town in Richland; dangerous because we 
are deprived of normal municipal rights, benevolent because we are 
provided with good services; dangerous because we do not even have 
the customary rights of a home renter, yet benevolent because our 
homes are well ssacintedund How many Richland residents have been 
frustrated and disturbed because they have reached the top of a waiting 
list for a particular type of house only to have someone else move in 
over them. This is not to be construed as condemnation of the policies 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, but merely as an example of con- 
ditions which result from an abnormal operation over which the 
citizens have no control. 

Since receiving this draft, the council has been operating on the 
premise that the Congress is going to enact legislation at this session. 
We have held day and night public sessions since the first draft of 
the new bill was received to determine how the attitudes and recom- 
mendations of the residents of Richland might be incorporated in 
the committee draft. As has been pointed out by Senator Jackson, if 
separate legislation were passed by the Congress for Oak Ridge, it 
would be a precedent bill, and in all probability the bill for Richland 
would be similar in pattern. So the council, I am sure, speaks for the 
residents of Richland in appreciating your decision to hold hearing 
here prior to congressional action. For several years, the Richland 
City Council, with popular support, has consis stently condemned the 
condition of uncertainty surrounding the question of whether or not 
there is to be a property disposal program. 

A course needs to be set before further time is lost. The people are 
entitled to know now whether or not they are going to be privileged to 
own their homes and participate in loc al self-governme nt, or whether 
they will have to continue renting and without a voter’s voice if they 
wish aremain in Richland. This they are entitled to know now. 

In these hearings today, you will have an cpportunity to learn 
whether the people of Richland find the principles proposed in the 
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present bill acceptable. After holding several public meetings, the 
Richland City Council has developed the following recommendations 
for changes in the disposal bill that will facilitate a more orderly dis- 
posal of Richland by the Commission and make homeownership in 
Richland more desirable from the standpoint of the people. 

Our first recommendation is: 


CHAPTER 1, SECTION 12E—RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 


It is recommended that a new subsection be established to contain one 
of the essential provisions lacking in the present draft. This sub- 
section would provide that funds of the United States should be 
provided for the first 15 years after enactment of this bill in sufficient 
quantities to guarantee that present levels of service can be maintained 
Without necessitating abnormal taxation. It is suggested that all 
moneys received as a result of this legislation and disposal shall be 
retained for the purpose of this act. 

Our reason.—This addition to chapter 1 is suggested because stand- 
ards of service are not stipulated in the bill as presently written. It 
is believed that this is the intent of the present bill and if it is, the 
committee should not object to specifically mentioning the level of 
service to prevent future difficulties in negotiation for Federal pay- 
ment. Attention is invited to the testimony of the Oak Ridge hearings 
which indicated that members of the subcommittee were agreed that 
the cities of Oak Ridge and Richland should not be required to accept 
lower levels of service after disposal. The present policies of the Com- 
mission have prevented industry from locating in Richland, and this 
Federal payment based on present standards is the price the Govern- 
ment should pay for having prevented industry from locating in 
Richland. To maintain the present level of service, the 15-year period 
is a minimum time for such a vast transition to normal economy. 


CHAPTER 2, SECTION 211 (1)—-RECOMMENDATION NO. 2 


It is recommended that the bracketed phrase in section 21i be de- 
leted, thereby permitting contractors’ and subcontractors’ employees 
to be classified as project-connected persons. 

Reason.—lIt is felt that this provision, unless eliminated, would un- 
necessarily discriminate against a group of individuals who are closely 
associated with the Hanford project. Further, it was felt that this 
matter should be handled as a part of the broad authority of the Com- 
mission in relation to the establishment of the priority system. This 
will enable the Commission to make property available to construc- 
tion workers, but does not compel them to do so. 


CHAPTER 3, SECTION 32—-RECOMMENDATION NO. 3 


It is recommended that section 32 be revised to provide that ap- 
praisal be based on acquisition or construction costs less depreciation. 
Provision should be made for appraisal on the basis of fair market 
value in those cases where purchasers elect to appeal the original 
appraisals. 

Reason.—lt is believed that price fixing on the basis of acquisition 
costs, plus capital improvements, less depreciation is fair to both pur- 
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chaser and seller. However, the unusually high construction costs 
of some Richland dwelling units would make this system virtually 
unworkable, It is therefore felt that prospective purchasers should 
also be able to buy at a price based upon the current fair market value. 
This decision was reached after reviewing the first draft of the new 
bill. The council is aware that the new draft provides only one basis 
for appraisal, and that is the market fair value price. We offer this 
proposal as a substitute measure. 


CHAPTER 3, SECTION 34—RECOMMENDATION NO, 4 


It is recommended that section 34 be changed to read: The sales 
price should be the appraised value less the reduction of 20 percent 
in the case of contract sales and 40 percent in the case of cash sales as 
provided in the recommendations for chapter 6. 

LReason.—This recommendation specifically refers to one of the essen- 
tial provisions that the lowest sales price that would be fair to the 
Commission is desired. Because many people worked this community 
up from sage and sand and now, when they have made it a place of 
beauty, the Government decides to sell the property, the people should 
certainly get some recognition through the lowest possible ; sales price 
for their hard work and faith in the ¢ ommunity. This will be discussed 
further under chapter 6. 


CHAPTER 3, SECTION 35—RECOMMENDATION NO, 


It is recommended that the entire section 35, as written, be deleted 
and a new section 35 be written stating in essence, that the improve- 
ments made by a tenant not be considered as part of the sales price. 

Reason.—It was felt that this section could cause a great amount of 
quibbling as to what was the cost of improvements, and the admin 
istrative costs of handling such costs would undoubtedly outweigh 
the added revenue to the Government. Inasmuch as the purchaser 
in the great majority of cases will be the occupant, it was felt that 
the appraiser should be instructed not to take into consideration im- 
provements in determining the sales price of the house. The only 
exceptions to this might be a junior tenant in a duplex house who has 
no first priority to buy. 


CHAPTER 3, SECTION 36—RECOMMENDATION NO, 6 


It is recommended that the words “single family” in section 36 be 
deleted, and that the word “eighteen” be ¢ change «d to the word “twenty- 
four.’ 

Peason.—Ilt 1s believed that this section should apply to duplex 
units also, because it is recognized that some duplexes are of low qual- 
ity and the city could be oreatly improved by their replacement. It 
was felt that the term of 18 months would probably be satisfactory in 
the case of single family units, but in the case of duplex units where 
the junior tenant is given the privilege of living out a 1-year lease, an 
additional period of 6 months should be gr anted. This provision is 
consistent with the principle laid down in section 42 (g) which pro 
vides that the construction of new houses shall be encouraged. Re 
placement of duplexes would also reduce the present congested living. 
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CHAPTER 4, SECTION 42C—-RECOMMENDATION NO, 7 


It is recommended that subsection (c) of section 42 be deleted 
thereby permitting more than one member of a family residing in the 
same dwelling unit a priority in which to buy. 

feason.—lIt is believed that this provision would unnecessarily dis- 
criminate against project-connected individuals who should be given 
some right to purchase. Asan example, a married son living with his 
parents would not be granted a priority regardless of the nature of 
his project connection. It would appear that provisions of this sort 
should be more properly handled as an administrative action on the 
part of the Commission. 


CHAPTER 5, SECTION 52a—RECOMMENDATION NO. 8 


It is recommended that subsection (a) of section 52 be amended to 
insert between the phrase “for such use” and the words “other than” 
(line 18), the following: 

And all the property presently held for the Federal Government by the Com- 

mission south of the southern boundaries of Camp Hanford from the Columbia 
River to north Stevens Drive, south along north Stevens Drive to Spengler Road 
to the Yakima River, and southeast along the Yakima River to its confluence 
with the Columbia River. 
Further, there shall be added a subsection (3) essentially as follows: 
(3) Property within the above boundaries, which is presently being 
used and required by the Commission for the operation of the project, 
may be retained by the Commission. 

It is recommended that subsection (b) of section 52 be amended to 
read as follows: 

The Commission may, but shall not be required to, dispose of any other real 
property outside of the boundaries defined in section 52a. 

Reason.—As the additional area included in these new boundaries 
serves no useful purpose for the Commission, and its sale would 
provide areas for industrial site expansion, it appears desirable to 
include the proposed area within the boundaries of land to be sold. 
Furthermore, the inclusion of the additional area would eliminate 
the undesirable situation of Richland being an “island” surrounded 
by Government-controlled property, thereby limiting the growth of 
the community, and placing the control of fringe development in the 
hands of the Commission rather than the local entities where it 
belongs. 


CHAPTER 5, SECTION 53C——-RECOMMENDATION NO. 9 


It is recommended that subsection (c) of section 53 be changed to 
read : 

As it may deem appropriate subject to the right of any project-connected 
person to buy any property by paying an amount equal to the highest bid. 

Reason—Although it is not anticipated that property would fall 
into this classification, it is strongly believed that if it did, the 
owners of real property in the city should have an opportunity to 
protect their investment by preventing sale of similar properties at 
dump prices. 
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CHAPTER 5, SECTION 56b—RECOM MENDATION NO, 10 


It is recommended that this section be revised by changing “as 
svon as possible” to “prior to the offering of houses.” 

leason.—This will enable priority “holders to attempt to secure 
the lot of their choice prior to making a descision concerning the 
purchase of the house in which they are living, and would rather 
not purchase if they could obtain a lot on which to build. This 
again is consistent with the principles in section 42 (g) as drafted. 


CHAPTER 6——-RECOMMENDATION NO, 11 


It is recommended that chapter 6 as written be deleted and a new 
chapter 6 be written containing the principles of the following pro- 


visions: The single family house and « luplex units shall be sold ‘under 
the following options. 


(a) Cash sale 

The purchaser may buy the house for cash or such combination of 
cash and private financing as will result in receipt of the sale price 
by the Commission within 30 days of the expiration of the priority 
period. The sale price in such case shall be 60 percent of the appraisal 
value. 
(b) Payment plan 


1. The purchaser may buy the house on a conditional sales contract 
with the Commission with no downpayment, 25 years to pay. The 
price of the house in this case shall be 80 percent of the appraisal 
value. The house may thereafter at any time be abandoned to the 
Commission, releasing the purchaser from all liability with respect 
to this contract. However, the purchaser will be responsible for any 
willtal and malicious damage. 

. The purchaser may at any time prepay part or all of his obliga- 
tion, and his interest charges (but not his monthly payments) shall 
be reduced by such prepayment. In the event he should later abandon 
the house to the Commission, he shall recover from the Commission 
the amount he is ahead of his payment schedule. 

3. The purchaser may also pay at any time the full amount of his 
unpaid balance and receive title to his house. In this case, he abandons 
all claim to benefits under (0) 2. 


(c) Mixed sale 


The purchaser may purchase any fraction of the house under op- 
tion (a) and the remainder under option (0). 

(7) Commission may sell contracts. 

Now our reasoning is this —The council feels that a plan of this 
sort would provide a sales program that would effectively encourage 
the residents to purchase their homes. A first impression might very 
well be that the residents of Richland were trying to get something 
for nothing. But this is far from the case which further analysis 
will prove. First of all, the Congress when it enacts legislation would 
want to be assured of the success of the disposal program. The 
enacted legislation does not mean necessarily a successful venture 
when you ‘consider the lack of job security, one-industry town, in- 
sufficient tax revenue, substandard housing, possible mandatory sewer 
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and water assessments, and that the sales proposal essentially forces 
residents to buy homes without choice as to type. What is the actual 
value of a house in Richland? At first, there could be a tendency for 
inflated values as dictated by demand, if sales were made. However, 
the answer to this question—what is the value of a house in Rich- 
land ?—will not be known for years to come. 


CHAPTER 7, SECTION 71—-RECOMMENDATION NO. 12 


It is recommended that a statement be added that will require the 
Commission to guarantee to the purchaser that the Commission lessee 
meet the conditions of the lease. 

The reason for this.—The council feels that inasmuch as the owner— 
the purchaser—would be leasing to a tenant other than one of his own 
free choice, that the agency responsible for selecting this tenant, 
which would be the Commission, should assume the 1 esponsibility for 
the tenants abiding by the terms of the lease. 


CHAPTER 8, SECTION 85—-RECOMMENDATION NO. 13 


It is recommended that section 85 include the telephone system. 

Our reason here.—All revenue sources should be carefully scruti- 
nized to reduce the amount of Federal payments. In view of the fact 
that there are some questions among some legal experts as to whether 
a community can provide for its own telephone service through co- 
operatives, nonprofit. corporations, or municipal ownership, the dis- 
posal of the telephone system should be placed in the disposal bill. 
There are a number of small communities that operate their own tele- 
phone systems at the present time in the State of Washington. 


CHAPTER 9, SECTION 91—RECOMMENDATION NO. 14 


It is recommended that the intent throughout this section includes 
school and hospital. 

The reasoning —In Washington, schools are operated independent 
of city government. Separate hospital districts may be provided also 
which operate independent of the city government. Kadlex Hospital 
could be operated by such an entity. This provisional change would 
allow separate consideration for each entity without future question- 
ing as to eligibility. 


CHAPTER 9, SECTION 95 


It is recommended that a new subsection be established to carry out 
one of the essential provisions of the council’s resolution on providing 
for a board of review. 

Reason.—An independent arbitration board should be established 
to arbitrate differences of opinion between an agency of the Federal 
Government and local entities in regard to maintaining community 
service standards. 

It is felt that the bill should not grant broad administrative power 
to the Commission and at the same time set the Commission up as a 
board of review. This would, in effect, deprive the people of any 
recourse other than in the courts. It is believed that a board of arbi- 
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tration should be established in some way that would make available 
to the people an independent, competent, and impartial authority. 

In conclusion, may I say that three of the above rec ommendations 
are considered by the city council to be essential to an acce ptable dis- 
posal bill. I would like to review these three recommendations. 

Today you will hear testimony from those who believe that the 
future of Richland is so intimately tied to the Hanford project that 
Richland, as the living quarters for about two-thirds of the Hanford 
employees, cannot be separated from the project operation. You will 
also hear from those who have unbounded faith in the future of Rich- 
land as a city of home ownership and full faith in the economy and 
growth of the surrounding area. 

One hundred percent indemnity protection is desired by those who 
have little faith in the possibility of Richland taking its place in the 
family of Washington State cities. They feel that tying the indem- 
nity provisions of the bill to sharply curtailed levels of plant employ- 
ment or community population is inadequate protection and unrealis- 
tic. They feel that every purchaser should be protected. 

On the other hand, a quick outright sale with no strings attached 
is desired by those most anxious to own homes in Richland. They 

feel they have as much future o building a prosperous economy as 
those who, like yourselves, Mr. Jackson and Mr. Holmes, have partici- 
pated in the building of the State of Washington. They wish to sever 
all connection with the Commission and assume the unknown risk 
themselves of buying at a price which reflects an estimate of the risk 
to put them on a par with those who will buy with future indemnity 
protection. 

The Richland City Council believes that both views must be pro- 
vided for and that both are adequately covered in our recommenda- 
tions with respect to the financing provisions of chapter 6. In review, 
I might mention that the council’s recommendations provide for a 
choice between outright purchase with no protection to the purchaser 
and contract sales with 100 percent protection to the purchaser. The 
indemnity proposals suggested in the past bills provided protection 
for only about 75 percent of the present residents based upon the 
employment figures. The city council’s recommendation covers all 
purchasers by “eliminating those who feel they need no continuing 
protection, and providing 100 percent indemnity for the remainder. 

It is the avowed purpose of this bill to dispose of residential prop- 
erty with a minimum of disruption to community life and consistent 
with the maintenance of high employee morale. Therefore, the price 
must be so attractive that each resident will buy the house he is in 
and feel that he has made a “good deal” and not that he was forced 
into an adverse deal in order to avoid disrupting his routine. <A re- 
duced price should be offered to stimulate a speedy and complete sale. 

Many people who have purchased a home in a “normal” city are not 
in a house that they would elect. to buy. 

An unknown element of risk is involved in the purchase of property 
in Richland due to the nature of the industry that employs its resi- 
dents. This risk may not be real except in the minds of some residents. 
If this is the case and Congress is acting in good faith it should have 
no fear or no objection to putting a sale plan in the bill that gives 
complete freedom from future liability. 
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Therefore, two sales plans should be made available. ‘The first of 
these is a contract sale. Since national surveys show that over 50 
percent of all families rent their residences, a sale that seems like a 
rental must be provided for those who would normally choose to 
rent and at the same time can be used by people who have not estab- 
lished their credit rating, and therefore, would normally be required 
to rent. A 20 percent reduction in appraised price would give the 
prospective purchaser an initial equity, in effect, in the property if the 
Richland real estate market remains stable. This plan will be advan- 
tageous to the Government if it truly wishes to get out of the housing 
business, since the purchaser will be encouraged not to forfeit his 
house to the Government but rather to sell his equity in the contract, 
if he decides to leave his house. With the initial 20 percent discount, 
plus any payments which have been made, the purchaser’s equity in 
the contract should have very real value. 

The proposed bill indicates that the Government does not intend to 
retain any financing duties. Therefore, the contracts, which place 
the risk burden on the seller, will have to be sold to private investors, 
undoubtedly at large discounts. These investors could obtain a large 
profit for a risk that Congress now knows is small if the future of 
Richland is truly sound. 

Some residents of Richland wish to buy for cash. Therefore, there 
should be a second method of sale with further reduction in sales price 
to those who wish to assume all of the risks themselves. These people 
should be given the same right of capital gain as the large private 
investors who would buy the ‘Commission contracts at high discounts. 
The greater discount for outright purchase will also stimulate greater 
investment on the part of the individual, a point which the present 
draft and all prior bills failed to do, These greater investments will 
contribute to the stability of the community since “where your treas- 
ure is, there will your heart be also.” 

Both of the above methods of sale will be advantageous to the Gov- 
ernment, since it will not be necessary to retain the receipts from these 
sales in a fund (sec. 119¢) to meet future liability resulting from the 
unwieldy sections 63 through 66. 

We believe that the av: rilability of the above choice is one provision 
essential to the proposed disposal program. 

The second essential provision is concerned with a board of review. 
The council feels that the committee’s draft is a much more workable 
piece of legislation because it leaves the mechanics of how the dis- 
posal is ac complished to the Commission. The present local Commis- 
sion representatives are familiar with our needs and sympathetic to 
our problems, but a change in personnel could be a serious threat to 
the people’s power to govern themselves and make their own decisions. 
Granting such broad powers to the Commission would be fine as long 
as we agree, but therein lies one of the big dangers in the whole bill. 
What happens to us after disposal if the Commission’s idea of what is 
good for the people differs from that of the people’s? Friction between 
the local governmental units and the Commission during the transition 
to a free city could introduce tremendous obstacles to the smooth and 
successful completion of the disposal program. Why should the Com- 
mission have the final say after disposal is complete? If we are to be 
granted local independence in government, then we should be free 
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and unshackled in our decisions. However, since Government funds 
are to be used we realize that the Commission, of necessity, will closely 
scrutinize the manner in which the municipality and other entities 
utilize their funds, and the amount of payment will reflect the Com- 
mission’s attitude toward the local programs. Therefore, it is felt 
that the community, if it is to be free from AEC control, must have 
the right to take grievances to an impartial body for arbitration, Be- 
cause we have no third party to go to in the case of a difference, the 
people will be indefinitely at the ‘complete mercy of the Commission. 
Arbitration is the American way of handling such disputes to the 
best satisfaction of the parties concerned, rather than leaving the 
Commission to be the prosecutor, judge, and jury. 

The second essential condition for disposal, therefore, is the pro- 
vision of an independent arbitration board to handle differences of 
opinion between the Federal Government, or an agency of the Federal 
Government, and the local governmental entities in regard to main- 
taining levels of community services. The provision of such a board 
should do much to remove public, apprehension with respect to the 
broad powers granted to the Commission by the proposed disposal bill. 

The third essential provision is concerned with the level of serviee. 

Chapter 1, section 12d, of the draft says funds may be provided for 
assistance in the operation of the communities after disposal, but it 
does not say at what level of operation. This should be more rigidly 
defined. The people of Richland are concerned with what their taxes 
will be if they themselves must maintain this present level of service 
with little or no assistance. The council is requesting that the Con- 
gress guarantee the present level for a minimum of 15 years. The 
C ongress created this community, has maintained it, and should con- 
tinue to assist until such time as Richland has a chance to establish 
a tax base equal to that found in other cities of comparable size in 
the country. We are asking only the opportunity to live as we are 
accustomed without the burden of abnor mally high taxation. The 
people should pay only a normal tax rate and the Commission should, 
until we have time to develop other sources of additional revenue, 
make funds available to provide the difference required for the present 
level of service based upon the formula that the Commission is using 
at the present time. The formula is as follows: 

The level of service in the schools equal to the upper quartile of 
class A school districts in the State of Washington. 

In the city operation, the upper qu: artile of cities in comparable 
population groups which was reported in the annual yearbook of the 
International City Managers’ Association. 

The Commission has not allowed industry to settle in Richland. 
Although the Commission has considered disposal for a number of 
years, it has not fostered a normal economy. Again, we don’t mean 
this to be a criticism of the Commission, because they had their own 
legislation to abide by. Therefore, it is only right that payment 
should be made until the city has a chance to attract industry here. 

The citizens of Richland will be just as anxious—I would say more so— 
as the Congress to see that this is accomplished as soon as it is possible 

The Richland City Council considers that it is essential that the 
above provisions be included in the disposal bill, and unless they are 
incorporated in the disposal bill the Richland City Council will op- 
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pose passage of the disposal legislation by Congress during the cur- 
rent session. 

Chairman Jackson. I would like to introduce Mr. Lawless, the city 
attorney. 

We certainly wish to commend you, mayor, for a very thorough 
statement. You certainly spent some time in getting this prepared. 
Mr. Norris, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Norrts. I would like a question. This method of appeal which 
you are suggesting, would you elaborate on that ? 

Mr. Monson. The draft was written with one thought in mind, and 
namely, that the Federal Government will permit the question of 
Richland accepting the telephone system to be determined on a local 
level. 

Mr. Norris. How would you approach this problem ? 

Mr. Monson. I would suggest that the negotiations be carried on 
between the city officials and the Commission, whatever agency is 
responsible for the operation. If an agreement cannot be reached as 
far as suitable operations are concerned, then I would suggest that 
an arbitration board determine the question. 

Mr. Norrts. Have you ever heard of a similar arbitration board ? 

Mr. Monson. I have never heard of a similar situation that Rich- 
landis facing. Thisisan unusual situation. 

Mr. Norris. Yes; I know, and unusual situations sometimes require 
unusual solutions. 

Mr. Monson. Of course, at this time we are not attempting to set up 
the complete procedure for appeal, but something similar to what the 
General Electric Co. operates in connection with the unions here at 
the plant. There is an agreement between the General Electric Co. 
and the union which is spelled out in a little booklet, and when there 
are differences in the interpretation they are settled by an arbitration 
board. 

Mr. Norris. General Electric Co. is not the United States. I have 
no further questions. 

Chairngan Jackson. Congressman Holmes, do you have any ques- 
tions? 

Congressman Hotmers. Mayor Monson, would you give the com- 
mittee the approximate expenditure involved in this service which 
your committee recommends ¢ 

Mr. Monson. I don’t have any information available here at this 
time. 

Chairman Jackson. All right. We will be pleased to hear from 
Mr. Lawless, the city attorney at this time. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES J. LAWLESS, CITY ATTORNEY, 
RICHLAND, WASH. 


Mr. LAwtess. I am James J. Lawless, an attorney representing the 
Richland Community Council. 

The proposed disposal legislation makes no mention of the tele- 
phone system presently owned and operated by the Government. The 
Government has developed a city with few commercial facilities, fac- 
tories and other revenue-producing operations and it is our contention 
that additional annual revenue must be obtained for the operation of 
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the city, and that the telephone system could provide the yearly 
deficit. 

The attorney general of the State of Washington has given his 
opinion that a first-class city cannot own or operate a telephone sys- 
tem, but in so stating, varefully indicated the matter has not been 
determined judicially in the State of Washington. 

The General Telephone Co., and others, are interested in purchas- 
ing the system and, in fact, are attempting to establish a preexisting 
franchise right. No franchise exists or has ever been filed for the 
operation of a telephone system on the streets and alleys of Richland. 
The system existing at the time the Government purchased in 1943 
was valued at $16,000, and was operated in Richland without a fran- 
chise. General Telephone Co. purchased the neighboring system in 
Kennewick, and at the same time took all other franchise rights in 
the area, if any. A $16,000 telephone system, to which complete title 
was sold in 1943, should not establish any moral or legal right for an 
assignee of a nonexistent franchise in a telephone system now valued 
between 2 and 3 million dollars. 

We are asking that the legislative body avoid the establishment of 
State law in regard to a matter that has not been loc ally judicially 
determined. There is no case of law stating we can or cannot operate 
the facility and further, there is the added possibility of the city 
leasing same. 

We, therefore, request that the proposed legislation be amended to 
include the telephone system, and that Richl: und be given the privilege 
of accepting same. It will then be our obligation to establish the 
right of a city to operate a telephone system under existing State law, 
or seek additional State legislation if needed. 

Chairman Jackson. Have you read the provisions in section 84 
with reference to transfer of municipal installations to the city? 
Isn’t it your opinion that the telephone system would be included in 
that ? 

Mr. Law tess. It is our opinion that from the feeling we received at 
the last hearing that this situation should be clarified. 

Congressman Hotmes. What would you suggest—that there be a 
specific identification of that telephone system ¢ Section 85 refers 
to schools, hospitals, police and fire protection systems, sewage and 
disposal plants, electrical distribution systems, water supply and dis- 
tribution installation, streets and roads, libraries, parks, playgrounds 
and recreational means, municipal government, A properties suit- 
able for municipal, utility, or ‘comparable local public service pur- 
poses. That “local public service purposes” is sort of a catchall that 
would include something like the telephone system, but you suggest, 
I take it, that the words “telephone system” be included very 
specifically ? 

Mr. Lawtuess. Primarily, our purpose is that we do not want the 
committee to determine the local law, and not give it any consideration. 

Chairman Jackson. Well, you see in section 84, subsection A, it 
says: 

Transfers may be made to one or more of the following, if the Government entity 
has the legal authority to receive the installation. 

Doesn’t that cover it? In other words, doesn’t that leave it for 
determination what the law is of the State of Washington? 





130 DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 


Mr. Lawtess. If you will agree to that for the committee, I believe 
it will achieve our purpose. 

Chairman Jackson. Isn't that the fact? In other words, the new 
municipality that is to be created can only receive that which they 
have the legal capacity to receive? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Law ess. That is correct. 

Chairman Jackson. So I think, Mr. Norris, in drafting that, will 
try to conform to the State law so that there would not be any con- 
fusion, so that the matter is only purely for local determination. 

Congressman Holmes, do you have any comments ¢ 

Congressman Hotmrs. No. I do want to thank you for your 
statements. 

Chairman Jackson. We appreciate very much the time you have 
put in, both of you gentlemen, in connection with your statements. 
Our next witness is Mr. Wilfred E. Johnson, general manager of the 
Hanford Atomic Products operation. 


STATEMENT OF WILFRED E. JOHNSON, GENERAL MANAGER, 
HANFORD ATOMIC PRODUCTS OPERATION, GENERAL ELECTRIC 
CO. 


Mr. Jounson. My name is Wilfred E. Johnson. I am the general 
manager of the Hanford Atomic Products operation of the General 
Electric Co. 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity of presenting this testimony 
and wish to thank you for your courtesy in extending this privilege. 

Our involvement with the community of Richland goes much deeper 
than the performance of our tasks as community management con- 
tractor for AEC. About meee: -quarters of the total General Electric 
work force at the Hanford plant lives in Government houses in Rich- 
land; and most of the Government-owned housing units are occupied 
by General Electric employees. Our mission here at Hanford would 
undoubtedly suffer if the transition to private ownership caused dis- 
ruption in the life of the community. 

Since the hearings held last year and as a result of closer study 
of all that is involved in disposal, the attitude of the residents toward 
disposal appears to have become less favorable. The possibility that 
a disposal program could be a demoralizing influence on this project 
is, of course, a matter of concern to the General Electric Co. 

Lei me state that the General Electric Co. heartily endorses the 
objective of transferring Richland real estate from the Federal Gov- 
ernment to private ownership; and we also endorse the transfer of 
municipal and service functions to the appropriate local entities that 
presumably would be established for the purpose. Our reason for 
endorsing the objective of disposal is simply that we do not believe it 
is sound for the long-range future to continue an agency of the Fed- 
eral Government in a dual role as proprietor of a Government arsenal 
and as the landlord of residential property. Over the long term, it 
seems obvious that the presently existing properties will depreci late : 
that there will be no valid reason for the Government to modernize 
the town or to build new homes replacing those becoming obsolete: 
nor, in the absence of private ownership and to let normal community 
enterprise provide replacement houses and facilities as needed. We 
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think, moreover, this should be done even if it is necessary to sell ; 
substantial portion of the properties to real-estate investors intereste J 
in acquiring them for rental purposes. 

However strongly we endorse the objective of disposal, we recognize 
that unless the methods of disposal are satisfactory to the residents, 
the efficiency of our operation at Hanford will be atkected. One of the 
major items of concern to all parties is the establishment of selling 
prices and on this score I should like to make a suggestion as to how 
current fair market value can be determined, and in addition, 1 should 
like to give our comments and suggestions with respect to the bill as 
written. 


A VARIATION IN THE APPROACHL TO THE DISPOSAL PROGRAM 


The disposal of Richland is, of course, a very large sales operation, 
involving thousands of persons and thousands of properties. It is 
known that a substantial portion of the number of the people who 
would be expected to buy are unwilling or reluctant to do so at the 
prices and upon the terms indicated to them last year. Further than 
this, since no disposal program so far suggested contemplates nego 
tiation and the setting of prices and terms : by mutual agreement, 
person-to-person selling, the unilaterally established price and sie 
would definitely determine the success or failure of the disposal pro 
gram. The difficulty is that there is no real-estate market in Richland. 
Appraisals would have to be made upon a comparison with equivalent 
homes in other communities in spite of the fact that Richland is a 
one-industry Government town. The degree of its comparability with 
respect to real-estate values in other sizable communities is untested 
and unknown. That Richland is unique in character and is depend- 
ent upon Federal appropriations are facts known to every man and 
woman in Richland. It would seem to be highly desirable that some 
mechanism be evolved for the development of prices from actual sales 
in the community itself, the only process which would, beyond ques 
tion, reflect the true importance of the investment risk in purchasing 
homes in Richland. The investment risk, according to the design of 
previous plans, is to be offset by an arbitrary discount from the ap 
praised price and by an indemnity provision. We believe that it is 
in this failure to make an offering at true market value that you will 
find one of the principal underlying deterrents to enthusiastic support 
of the disposal program in Ric hland. 

We believe that it is unnecessary to proceed with the disposal pro- 
gram upon the basis of unilaterally determined prices arrive id at upon 
the comparability principle; and that it would be a good deal easier 
than one might suppose to create a test market of a magnitude sufficient 
to indicate, if not establish, true value with respect to most of the 
types and classifications of houses in Richland. The key fact is that 
every year there is a considerable number of houses vacated by 
families moving off the project. These houses need not be rented to 
other tenants but could be put on the market as soon as a disposal bill 
hecomes law. The selling of these houses to residents ol | create 
further vacancies and make other sales possible—a sort of “chain 
reaction” which ought to increase by half at least the number of 

vacancies created by people moving away. 

The figures on houses vacated by people leaving the project in th 
last 5 years are as follows: 1950, 555; 1951, SOT; 1952, 574: 19 
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1954, 536. Increasing these figures by half by reason of the antici- 
pated “chain reaction,” it will be seen that at least 750 properties out 
of the total of 6,000 would be available for sale in a single year. It 
is our suggestion that vacated houses be offered at public auction, 
without restriction as to who might purchase, without restriction as to 
the selling price, and with only such indemnity provisions as are con- 
templated for the mass disposal which is to follow. There might be 
some distortion in prices, in the Government’s favor, in this test sale 
of houses because these first offerings would attract the people most 
willing and most able to purchase their own homes, but this element 
is foreseeable and, for purposes of later pricing, may be discounted. 
Aside from this, the data obtained in a year’s time (or earlier if clear 
price patterns emerged) could be used to determine the prices of the 
similar types of houses, such as ranch houses, prefabs, and precut 
houses; and disposal could proceed by such meted as are proposed in 
the bill now under consideration. 

It is always possible, of course, that with respect to any given class of 
houses the number of units vacated will not be sufficient to establish 
values. This is most apt to happen with respect to housing types 
having a comparatively small number of units or with respect to two- 
family dwellings, it being rather unlikely that there would be many 
cases in which both tenants of multiple dwellings would vacate the 
premises at about the same time. In either of such cases, however, 
price data obtained from sales of housing in other categories could, 
by appropriate appraisal techniques, be used to calibrate and correct 
appraisals made pursuant to techniques now contemplated by the bill. 

It should be understood that in making this suggestion for the con- 
duct of test sales it is not intended that the selling price be considered 
as more than part of the evidence to be used in the establishment of 
prices under mass sale conditions. Rather, it is intended that all bid 
information be furnished to the appraisers so that they can estimate 
what people are, on the average, willing to pay. 

Nor do we think that a trial run of this kind would delay the ultimate 
objective of terminating Government ownership of the community in 
an expeditious manner. Preparation for the mass disposal con- 
templated by the bill involves a great amount of detail that will re- 
quire time in its preparation. The test marketing which we have 
proposed could, we think, be accomplished quite expeditiously in the 
interim by a task force which prepared offerings of 15 or 20 properties 
for public sale at frequent intervals. We believe that 1 year spent in 
making the test sales would be time well spent. 

It seems to us that test marketing is the most equitable way to 
resolve the problem since it affords a means of determining true 
market value under conditions which permit the purchaser to appraise 
the risks for himself and to participate in the establishment of prices. 
The results of the test program should be quite convincing to all 
concerned upon the question of market value and might well open 
the way to a true meeting of the minds on the part of the Government 
and the prospective purchasers. 

We should like to suggest to the committee the possibility of con- 
tinuing individual sales of vacated houses at public auction in order 
to provide for the housing needs of new project-connected employees 
while mass disposal is in progress. If this were done, it would be 
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possible to freeze the date for establishing priorities and make pro- 
vision for newcomers, on a nonpriority basis, by affording them an 
opportunity to purchase vacated houses. 


INDEMNITY PROVISIONS 


With respect to the indemnity features of the bill, it is, of course, 
recognized that the inclusion or omission of a covenant of indemnity 
in the deeds to be given by the AEC will have an effect upon sales 
prices. Because of this effect, we recommend that if the indemnity 
feature is retained it be applied to all sales, including test sales, and 
that it be identified with the property sold regardless of the number 
of units bought by a single individual or company. Unless this is 
done, there are apt to be substantial differences in selling prices and 
perhaps of rents due to the omission or inclusion of an indemnity 
covenant in the original sale. 

Whether an indemnification provision is ultimately adopted by the 
Congress, there is a particular provision of the Washington State 
defici iency judgment statute which the bill ought to take into account. 
By its own terms, this statute does not afford relief to a mortgagor 
under a mortgage held by the United States or by any of its agencies. 
Since the Commission will unquestionably be the holder of purchase- 
money mortgages, it would seem appropriate that the bill authorize 
the AEC to insert terms in such mortgages which would eliminate the 
sreference given to the Federal Government under the local deficiency 
Judgment laws. Federal legislation could not, of course, affect the 
State statute but an appropriate contractual provision contained i 
the mortgage would produce a like result. To accomplish this purpose. 
we suggest that the following new provision be added to the end of 
section 55 of the bill: 

IF. In the event that State laws for the relief of mortgagors with respect to 
deficiency judgments should not be applicable to mortgages held by the Govern 
ment or any of its agencies, the Commission is authorized and directed to include 
in the mortgages accepted under the authority granted by this chapter terms 
which would place the Government in the same position as that oecupied ty 
private lender under such deficiency judeniént laws. 


a 


LOCAL ASSISTANCE 


I should like to express our agreement with the provisions of section 
91 of the bill which sets forth the principles which are to govern the 
annual assistance payments to be made by the AEC to State and local 
entities. In addition to the considerations which are listed in section 
91, we should like to suggest that two other factors be added as criteria: 

First, in order to attract new businesses and inhabitants, that the 
tax structure to be created and maintained in the new community be 
competitive with surrounding communities, and that the assistance 
of the Federal Government be upon a continuing basis to permit the 
new community to maintain such a tax structure: and 

Second, in arriving at a competitive tax structure, that it be recog- 
nized and taken into account that the levels of wages and salaries for 
municipal employees will be influenced by the industrial wage rates 
paid by the Commission’s contractors at the Hanford works. 

To keep my statement within proper limits, I have addressed my 
remarks only to the matters which we regard as being most material. 
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My associates advise me that there are drafting points and several 
small matters which perhaps should be brought to the committee’s 
attention but which I do not feel warrant taking the time of the sub- 
committee on this very crowded day. We would be pleased to present 
these other points to the commmittee staff at some later time, if 
requested. 

Chairman Jackson. With respect to section 42 on pr iorities, I agree 
that the terms “occupants” and “project-connected persons” are so 
different that a new employee coming, or a transferred employee from 
some other project, coming to Richland, does not fall within those 
definitions, and therefore, during the disposal program it will be a 
matter of 2 or 3 years, so we could have difficulty providing adequate 
housing for new employees, but, however, I believe this may be cor- 
rected by a change of language in section 42, paragraph D, where 
it says: 

Give such preference to occupants and project-connected employed persons as 
the Commisison finds necessary or desirable. 

Mr. Jonson. This would permit the Commission to set up suitable 
rules for admitting those people. 

Chairman Jackson. In other words, your point, Mr. Johnson, is 
that during this transition you would have a number of people that 

are coming in who would be having no right of sale. It seems to be 
a very reasonable suggestion. C ert: ainly, ‘it is keeping with the pur- 
pose of the bill. The supplement that you refer to, we would be 
glad to receive it any time that you people have it prepared. We 
would be very pleased to have that included in the record, if you 
will give that to Mr. Norris. Any questions, Congressman Holmes? 

Congressman Hotmes. By your testimony, you are putting out the 
suggestion that the test values be run through public auction of those 
properties that are available for sale? 

Mr. Jonnson. I am not suggesting actual, clear public auction of 
sale of properties. 

Congressman Hotmes. Whichever is preferred or suggested ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Possibly, public auction would be the best. Which- 

ever matter is better—I think public auction would be the best. 

Chairman JAckKson. Now, you would have to have some regu- 
lation or some estimate of the different types of houses that might 
come up, as to type and condition, and so forth, that would contribute 
to its value and the bid sales. 

Mr. JoHnson. We really thought the vacancies that occurred, 
occurred sufficiently to give fairly adequate data. 

Congressman Hotmes. W hy do they spread ? 

Mr. Jounson. Because there is a wide enough spreading, usually, 
so that we have a very substantial turnover, so far as industry is 
concerned, so that we do get a number of vacancies every year. I 
might add this, if you wish, Congressman Holmes: One of the main 
reasons for making this suggestion is, while I personally have no ob- 
jection to an independent clause, it might be wise to leave it in for 
what it may be forth. I don’t think, in fact, it is worth too much. 
In the first place, there is a Washington State statute that takes care 
of express provisions in real estate. Secondly, this particular item 
in the provision would come into force only pending certain stated 
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reduction in employment, and we can very well, with respect to cer- 
tain type of houses, have a 90 percent reduction, or a 10 percent re- 
duction in force, and these people would not benefit by this at all. 
Other people, of course, it would benefit. There would be quite a 
number of people who at first would not benefit, and there would be 
some inequity involved, 

Congressman Hoimes. In other words, then, the suggestion which 
you are making, and I have read some of your suggestions, I think, in 
the morning’s print, in the morning’s newspaper- then you think that 
the effect of this procedure would ‘be large enough in volume for the 
different classifications of houses and the different demands from the 
volume of employees who own the houses, a larger volume of certain 
price houses than other employees—you think that would be wide 
enough to give you a different or a good test valuation basis / 

Mr. Jounson. I believe it would, “Congressman Holmes, yes. Of 
course, 1 cannot prove it until we actually test it, but we ‘do have 
the figures on what vacancies occurred, and if you are interested, I 
am sure we can give you that before the day is over. 

Chairman Jackson. What percentage of the people at Hanford at 
present are living in town? 

Mr. JoHNnson. We have 80 percent. 

Chairman Jackson. Eighty percent ? 

Mr. JoHNnson. Yes. 

Chairman Jackson. And about 20 percent of them are living out- 
side / 

Mr. JoHnson. Yes. 

Chairman Jackson. Couldn't the appraised value of the homes 
be somewhat comparable to the appraised value of similar homes in 
the adjoining areas of Kennewick, Pasco, and surrounding communi- 
ties? Isn’t that a pretty good yardstick from the standpoint of ap- 
praised value / 

Mr. JoHnson. It is, Senator Jackson, if people are willing to pay. 

That is what we don’t know—if they are willing to pay. 

Chairman Jackson. Assuming there is proper indemnity to the 
purchaser, and so on, wouldn't that be a pretty good index as to value 
i don’t know, I am just inquiring. 

Mr. JoHnson. I believe it would be, with adequa e¢ indemnity, but 
the indemnity provision, as I see it, is very difficult to make equitable. 
It may be that the commission committee would be willing to concede 
to the removing of the indemnity clause, which might be an appro- 
priate thing to -do. We have to consider this: When a man is laid 
off work here, he has no other place to go. He might have to leave. 

It isn’t like over in Seattle, where he goes across the street and gets 
a job at some other place, for someone else. Therefore, he is pressed 
for time. He wants to sell his house right away. He can’t wait for 
(§ months until he gets a good price for it. Therefore, I think the 
pressure is sufficient on an individual of that kind, who is laid off, 
that we might give serious consideration to just re moving it, except 
for one thing—that he put the house up for sale, and if he can’t 
sell it in a short time and at an equitable price, that he then relieve 
himself—— 

Congressman Hotmes. Isn’t there a danger through these homes, 
after they are vacated on the market, that there might be some pretty 
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heavy bidding on the outside—companies coming in and bidding them 
up, and bidding the price up ? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, it could be. If other people had enough con- 
fidence to do that, the residences would—— 

Congressman Hotmes. I mean, from a speculative standpoint. 

Mr. Jounson. It could be, although with the vacancies at the present 
time, I don’t see the speculation at the moment. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson. We 
appreciate having your statement. 

Before calling the next witness, I would like to read you a telegram 
from Mr. Don J. McKay, president of Oak Ridge Chamber of 
Commerce, to Mr. George Norris, Chief Counsel Atomic Energy Com- 
mission Committee Hearing, Richland, Wash. : 

Oak Ridgers are unitedly for your committee’s draft of disposal legislation 
as evidenced by a unanimous vote at recent meeting attended by representatives 
of such diverse interests as the CIO, chamber of commerce, AFL, League of 
Women Voters, Oak Ridge Education Association, Parents Advisory Council 
and Representatives of major real estate and commercial interests.. We are 
hopeful that Richlanders will join with us in pushing for its passage at this 
session of Congress. However, in event they are unable to support your bill, 
we all sincerely hope this will not prevent disposal at Oak Ridge. Please read 
this telegram into the record at your hearing. 

The next witness is Foy A. Leach, president of the board of direc- 
tors, Richland School District No. 400. Mr. Leach, will you state 
your name for the record ¢ 


STATEMENT OF FOY A. LEACH, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD, 
RICHLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 400 


Mr. Leacnu. My name is Foy A. Leach, and I am presently president 
of the school board, School District No. 400, Richland. Before I pre- 
sent this, I might say for general emphasis that we are only concerned 
with this draft as it applies to the financing of School District 400. 

The board of directors of School District No. 400, Richland, Wash.. 
has given careful study and consideration to the proposed draft of 
legislation to terminate Government ownership and management of 
the community of Richland, with respect to its provisions for financing 
the public schools of Richland. The board recognizes and appreciates 
the intent of the proposed legislation as expressed j in chapter I, section 
13, to provide for “the maintenance of conditions which will not im- 
pede the recruitment and retention of personnel essential to the atomic- 
energy program,” and trusts that due recognition will be given in the 
administration of such legislation as may ‘be enacted to the fact that 
good schools are an important factor in attracting and retaining com- 
petent personnel. 

Although the board regards most of the provisions of the proposed 
bill relating to assistance in the financial support of the public schools 
as equits able and consistent with the expressed intent of the legislation 
as mentioned above, the board feels that one specific revision is neces- 

sary to clarify the basis of financial assistance to schools contemplated 

in the bill. Attention is also directed to the Board’s assumption with 
respect to adequate provision for continued assistance in meeting 
necessary capital outlaw costs. 
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Accordingly, the board requests consideration of the following two 
points: 

1. Addition to paragraph (a) of section 91 the following sentence: 

For the purpose of determining assistance payments to a legally 
established school district, this paragraph shall apply to all such 
property within said school district. 

This sentence is added because the area encompassed by the school 
district boundaries is far more extensive than the area of the com- 
munity. School districts normally encompass a much larger area than 
that of the principal community served, and it is felt that unless 
specific recognition is given to this fact, the interpretation of para- 
graph (a) might be unduly restrictive. 

2. The board’s approval of section 91 is predicated upon the assump- 
tion that the payments of just and reasonable sums to which reference 
is made in this section shall include sums provided specifically for 
assistance in meeting necessary capital outlay costs incurred in pro- 
vision of adequate public school facilities. 

As noted heretofore, the board is in general agreement with the 
provisions of the proposed legislation relating to financial support of 
the public schools. However, such general agreement does not mini- 
mize the concern which the Board feels regarding the specific points 
above, which it strongly requests be considered in the final draft of 
the bill. 

Chairman Jackson. I think, Mr. Leach, you said the provisions 
with respect to assistance to the school districts in the bill is satis- 
factory, subject to the two points you have named. 

Mr. Leacu. That is right. 

Congressman Hotmes. Mr. Leach, these two points you are telling 
us about deal specifically with capital outlay, do they not? 

Mr. Leacn. Not necessarily. You see, in this section 91, it discusses 
about capital output, but it does not spell it out in the record. We 
want to be sure that this applies. I might say, first, we rely very 
strongly on sections (b) and (c) of this section 91, but if we should 
have to, say, spend $150 million for a school building, why it would 
impose a tremendous burden on the community. The taxpayers would 
just not be here. We want particularly to spell out that, in order to 
give assistance in capital outlay. We feel that it is principally in 
there—maybe that is the intent—but we just wanted to be sure. 

Congressman Hortmes. I was leading up to the point. Do you feel 
that the operation and maintenance moneys are adequately taken 
care of? 

Mr. Lracn. Yes. 

Congressman Hormes. And the other provisions? 

Mr. Leacu. I think the statement that “the maintenance of condi- 
tions which will not impede the recruitment and retention of personnel 
essential to the atomic energy program” is subject to question. 

Chairman Jackson. Mr. Norris, am I correct in understanding 
that under this section the school district will be entitled to assistance 
under the Federal 

Mr. Norris. This is going to be one of the questions I wanted to ask 
Mr. Leach; that is, whether in addition to the provisions of this bill, 
the lawyers for the school board thought that section 3 of TI. R. 5845 
should not also be brought over and added onto our bill. 
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Mr. Leacu. You are talking about 874? 

Mr. Norrts. Yes. 

Mr. Leacn. 874. Of course, the previous draft of the bill ahead 
of this—and the other drafts—this would still give a definite plan. For 
instance, 874, as I understand it, serves as far as 1956. We are only 
concerned that we have definite protection to carry out this provision 
here (b) and (c), of maintaining the level of schools at their present 
level, or better. 

Mr. Norris. The main purpose of section 91 was to assure the com- 
munity operations, and especially that the schools would receive ade- 
quate funds to carry them through and to maintain that level. 

Mr. Leacu. As I'read the draft, the last sentence in section 91 would 
seem to indicate that they could expect benefits under 874, as well as 
the provisions contained in section 91, so the school district is pretty 
well fortified financially. 

Mr. Norris. This was drafted with the idea 874 might be dropped 
at any time. 

Congressman Hotmers. That is the thing that is important. Gan.- 
bling on what Congress may do is just like gambling on the weather, 
und you don’t know. , and we don’t know, and. I don’t know who would 
know, about the certainty of any one thing. No one Congress is cap- 
able of committing a future Congress. W hy , you can use 874 for cross 
reference. I think it would be wise to do so, with the understanding 
you want to make certain that payments continue if 874 goes out the 
window. 

Mr. Norris. Your first point, does the school district for this area 
cover the areas outside town—West Richland, North Richland, and 
down toward the “Y”? 

Mr. Leacu. Down as far as the Columbia River, and up to Juanita. 

Mr. Norris. Does this school district cover the reactor and chemical 
treatment areas? 

Mr. Leacu. It does. 

Mr. Norris. Well, aren’t you getting enough money without getting 
a tax on all these, when you are vetting money which will be for the 
special burden thrown on your school district for the assistance of 
those properties / 

Mr. Leacu. This is enough money to buy. But, this total district 
we are responsible for—How shall I's say it? 

Chairman Jackson. You say whatever you think. 

Mr. Leacn. I don’t know how to say it. Our feeling on it is, if we 
could—we are aware we can’t get a levy on the valuation of the prop- 
erty, but if we could, why we would be in fair shape, as you see. 

Chairman Jackson. That is a slight understatement. 

Mr. Leacu. The point is, we are going to have : assistance indefinitely, 
and when you look at it from a practic: al sts indpoint—If this was actu- 
lly Mr. Johnson’s land out here, or the General Motors land—so that 
we shouldn’t feel too bad when we have to get money from other 
sources, Since we pay taxes. There is an area east and west of Rich- 
land, and the main reason for this—What I was going to say is, we 
have West Richland there, and some other outlying areas, and we 
expect to provide schools and educational services for them. And as 
long as maybe the people that are really familiar with this rough draft 
of the bill—they might interpret it correctly—that seems to be the 
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only difficulty. ‘The community here is divided here, as I understand 
it, by the master plan. 

Mr. Norris. That property is subject to payments in lieu of tax. 

Chairman Jackson. It seems to me by this amendment you might be 
cutting down the possible benefits you might receive. You have 
brought into the area, and you have included in that area not addi- 
tional Federal property, but private property, which might have the 
opposite effect. I think we ought to check that a little bit from that 

sandpoint. I might be in error, but offhand, the effects of your pro- 
posal might cut contributions that the Federal Government might 
make. Do you see my point? 

Mr. Leacu. Yes, I see your point. These people are still working 
on the project with you, that made the section (b). 

Mr. Norris. I wanted to clarify one point you have been making, 
and that is that section 91 starts out saying—you have seen that: 

From the date of transfer of any municipal installations to 2 governmental 
entity at the community. the Commission shall make annual assistance payments 
of just and reasonable sums to the State or local entity * * * 

Chairman Jackson. Mr. Leach, we appreciate your comments this 
morning, and I am sure your suggestions might be helpful. I think 
we would want to check that one point. Maybe your lawyer would 
want to check it, too, to find out what the effect of that proposal would 
be. 

Mr. Lreacn. Thank you. 

Chairman Jackson. Our next witnesses are from the League of 
Women Voters. Mrs. N. H. Skarshaug is president, and Mrs. Cor- 
nelius Groot. Will you ladies come forward. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. N. H. SKARSHAUG, PRESIDENT, RICHLAND 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 


Mrs. SxarsHavueG. First, I would like to welcome you gentlemen to 
our city of Richland. We are very grateful to you for being here. | 
would like to thank you for this opportunity to express the position 
of our league on the proposed legislation for Richland. 

Ine identally, I don’t think I identified myself. 

I am Mrs. N. H. Skarshaug, president of the Richland League of 
Women Voters, a nonpartisan organization of 125 members. I would 
like to thank you for this opportunity to express the position of our 
league on the proposed legislation to dispose of the Government com- 
munities of Richland and Oak Ridge. 

The League of Women Voters of the United States is dedicated to 
the principle of self-government and democracy. Both the Richland 
and the Oak Ridge league concur in advocating disposal of our two 
communities. Since there are differences in our two communities our 

testimony will differ in content, but not in principle. 

The membership of the Richland league is concerned with how 
disposal will affect both the individual, and the levels of community 
services. During the past 5 years the Richland League of Women 
Voters has studied many aspects of disposal such as the P. A. S. and 
Scurry reports to the AEC on the feasibility of disposal of Richland. 
We have also studied and issued reports on the Richland schools, the 
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public health department, the fire and police departments, and re- 
viewed the P. A. S. hospital report. We had one or more members 
on each subcommittee of the city council’s committee to study and 
make recommendations on the first disposal bill, which our member- 
ship then reviewed. We had representation on the council’s committee 
to study and make recommendations on the present draft of the new 
disposal bill from the joint committee. 

This past April we asked our members their opinions about disposal. 
They were opposed to disposal under the conditions of the previous 
bills. As listed by our seme the major items of dissatisfaction in 
the previous bills ‘have been: 1. The cost of houses; 2. The buy-back 
provisions; 3. The amount of int In this poll, our members ex- 
pressed their greatest concern regarding the appraisals made in 1952 
for the AEC. 

The individual opinions frequently stated by our members in this 
ar in desiring lower appraisal were: 

Past appraisal was too high considering the uniqueness of the 
on It is a one-industry town wholly subsistent. on Government 
contract. 

The majority of the houses (approximately 4,000 out of 6,000) 
are 11 or 12 years old, and of wartime construction. Low price should 
compensate for high maintenance costs, the need to install new plumb- 
mg, good streets, and sidewalks. 

If the appraisal is low enough, making it financially possible, 
wnat people will purchase the house they occupy. In many instances 
this is not the house of their choice, but an attractive price will en- 
courage purchase. 

The price for the house should be low enough so that a private 
finance company would finance the house without Government guar- 
anty. The individual should not have to take a greater risk than a 
private finance company would take. 

As a result of our thorough and extensive studies, the general mem- 
bership of the Richland League of Women Voters favors incorporat- 
ing into a disposal bill the following: 

Much lower price than previous appraisal, specifically 50 percent 
of the appraised price. 

Protection from R. O. F. in numbers which would affect real- 
eh values. 

3. More adequate subsidies in heu of taxes, permanent if necessary 
so that school, hospital, and municipal standards need not be lowered. 

The Richland League of Women Voters has made a study of what 
we might presently estimate our taxes to be without AEC support. 
This report is based on present costs as calculated by the AEC. The 
league reported that a tax of 102.5 mills might be necessary to maintain 
our present levels of services, and this did not extrapolate rising costs. 
I would like at this time to introduce Mrs. Cornelius Groot, a member 
of the Richland league, who was chairman of the committee which 
prepared the tax report. Mrs. Groot will explain the future tax pre- 
dicament of Richland which we believe justifies our request for Gov- 
ernment subsidies in lieu of private industry taxes. Mrs, Groot. 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. CORNELIUS GROOT, RICHLAND LEAGUE OF 
WOMEN VOTERS 


Mrs. Groor. The League of Women Voters of Richland formed our 
committee to look beyond the disposal period, to try to foresee how 
things would be after the initial confusion died down. The league 
wanted to know how effective our government might be, what kind of 
schools and municipal services we might have, and also what our 
problems might be. We like our town. We like the services we are 
getting. We wanted to know what we would have to do, and how 
much we would have to pay, to keep the town the way it is. 

After disposal and incorporation we expect that there will be three 
entities whose areas of service will coincide with what we call Rich- 
land. First, there is the municipality. Second, there is our hospital 
which renders services to what is essentially the city of Richland. 
Third, our school district 400 has an enormous territory, which includes 
all the project area and more. However, all except 17 students attend 
school in Richland. So these three entities, municipal, hospital, and 
schools, render almost all their services to Richland. Their finances 
are controlled by events in Richland, and the responsibility for their 
operations will be in Richland. We have to consider all of them to- 
gether, for they tax the same people. The county will also be very 
seriously affected, as half the people in Benton County live in Rich- 
land, but we haven't studied the effect upon the county. 

The way we went about our study was to find out what our town is 
costing to run and to check whe ther these costs are reasonable. In 
other words, “What are we getting /” and “Is the Government getting 
itsmoney’s worth?” What we are getting is listed in table 1, page 3 of 
our report. We checked to figures against those of other cities of 
about the same population, and they agree pretty well. We're getting 
more fire, police, and public health services than most towns this size, 
but the rest is well in line. 

It is one thing to say that the services are in line with other towns, 
but it is quite another to say that the expenses are in line with the 
income. We've listed all the sources of income we could find in the 
left side of table 1. We figured the property tax at 15 mills, which 
is all the city may have in this State without an election every year 
on bond issues. You can see that we’ve figured the revenues optimis- 
tically: for example, between television and drive-in theaters outside 
of town, we doubt that we'll ever collect 825,000 in admissions tax. 
You can also see that we are short by $210,000, which is almost as much 
as the city’s share of the property tax. Hence we'll have to almost 
double the property tax to maintain the town. This double property 
tax is startling, to say the least, but it is no more than can be expected. 
We have about the same city government on a per capita basis as 
anyone else, and about half the assessed valuation, so we would have 
to pay twice the taxes. 

The hospital is another problem. It loses about $247,000 per year. 
Some of the loss can be eliminated by reducing the administrative 
staff. As long as the hospital must be able to justify every penny to 
GE, to AEC, to the General Accounting Office, and perhaps to your 
committee, they have to make seven copies of everything. If they 
need explain only to a board of trustees or the city council, they w ill 
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have less accounting expense. The estimated changes here would 
reduce the deficit to about $200,000. Any reduction beyond that comes 
out of our pockets, either as taxes, reduced services, or higher fees. 
For purposes of this report we called it taxes. This hospital deficit 
is a large item, being about two-thirds of the normal property taxes 
in this town. 

The town and hospital deficits are serious, but the school situation is 
frightening. Without private industry and without homes of high 
valuation, our town has only half of the normal assessed valuation. 
As we have twice the usual number of children, we have only one- 
quarter of the normal tax base per child. The entire bonding power 
of the school] district, 10 percent of the assessed valuation, would not 
be enough to build one high school. The usual levy of 14 mills would 
not raise enough to pay the janitors and pay for the heat, let alone 
pay the teachers. 

However, in Washington a good part of the school funds are raised 
by several State taxes, which are prorated back to the schools on a per 
pupil basis. Also some Federal aid is available under Public Law 
874. The State laws are such that really distressed districts can get 
enough education to prevent their children from becoming public 
charges, but you can’t get enough State money to have a better than 
average school district. We w ant to continue to have a better than 
average school system, which the Commission has maintained. They 
need it to recruit and retain the people they want. We’ve compared 
school expenses with revenues in tables 3 and 4, pages 7 and 8 of our 
report. You can see that we can’t make ends meet. Each year the 
school operating budget is short by an amount equal to the entire 
property tax, which is the only source of income we control. The 
school capital budget for the next 10 years is short by about 25 years’ 
taxes. 

The deficits of the municipality, the hospital and the school district 
must be considered together as they come out of the same pockets. 
Currently, they come from the AEC’s budget by way of your commit- 
tee. If we were to operate without subsidies, the full expense of these 
operations would come out of our pockets. We can’t pay it. It is 
not merely that we don’t like to pay it, but there is no workable legal 
method to collect it. Our assessments in Benton County are approx- 
imately 25 percent of the current sale value. The constitutional 
maximum we can tax on this is 40 mills, except that: (1) A larger 
levy may be voted for 1 year only, and (2) a levy to pay off a bond 
issue runs for the life of the bond issue. We can’t run a city and 
school system on taxes that require the people to turn out in great 
numbers to double or triple their property taxes. There is too much 
chance that the extra levies would be voted down, or more likely lost 
because of inadequate voter turnout. 

The reason why the most drastic of taxes would not balance the 
budget is that we have such a small tax base. This tax base can be 
increased only by increasing the amount of property to be taxed, of 
by assessing it higher. Getting more property to tax is difficult and 
might not be profitable. For “example, more houses would require 
more municipal services and more schools. We don’t think we can 
attract more industry because it would have to compete with the plant 
for manpower and housing. Industry is not likely to be attracted by 
an “invitation” to come and pay our taxes. 
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It might be possible to increase the assessment rate. ‘To do this we 
would have to elect an assessor who would double the current assess- 
ments. It would be hard to elect such a man; even harder to reelect 
him. It is not something we can count on, but it is about the most that 
is possible. 

Even if this difficult feat could be accomplished, and we raised 
local taxes to the limit permitted by the State constitution, we still 
would not solve all our problems. We would have balanced the mu- 
nicipal budget. We would have balanced the school operating budget. 
The hospital budget and the school capital budget would still be 
out of balance; in fact, there would still not be a cent for buil ling new 
schools. 

Our tax base is so small that the most drastic measures to increase 
it and the most drastic tax levels will not suffice. Most of what should 
be the tax base is Federal property, and not taxable. If this Federal] 
property were assessed on the same basis as the property in the town, 
and paid only one-tenth as much taxes, we would just about balance 
our budgets. At least, there would be no problems we could not solve. 
If the Federal Government will pay only one-tenth of normal prop- 
erty taxes, we will be able to make a normal city and school system 
operate. 

Two methods for defining this aid have been proposed: Senate bill 
1824 specified the amounts of aid and the current draft of disposal 
legislation specifies your good intentions. Since, in any case, future 
Congresses will have to appropriate the money to implement either 
one of these acts, we prefer the statement of intentions. We cannot 
entirely foresee our needs 5 or 10 years hence. Inflation or a new con- 
struction program at Hanford might increase our needs far beyond 
anything we might agree upon now. Therefore the League of W ne 
Voters of Richland feels that it is reasonable to ask that the Federa 
Government make payments in lieu of private industry taxes to ae 
tain the present levels of service. I thank you. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Mrs. Groot. I think it might be 
appropriate to have included in the record your very fine facts and 
figures with reference to the cost of home ownership in Richland in 
the record. (See Appendix A, P. 195.) 

Congressman Hotmes. Just before leaving Washington, D. C., I 
had received a carbon copy of a letter that you had sent to Congress- 
man John J. Dempsey, chairman of the committee, and I have gone 
over it thoroughly, and I appreciate your sending me a 
and I want to thank you for a very fine statement. 

Mr. Norris. I just wanted to make one brief comment on Mrs. Skar- 
shaug’s testimony. You say that the tax rate is too high, consider- 
ing the valuation of the town. When we were out here ‘last year the 
Joint Committee, at that time, had a basis of legislation before it out- 
lining disposal on two proposals. We were concerned with the basic 
Atomic Energy Act and concentrated our efforts on that, because we 
felt in the committee if a change in that act were made as contem- 
plated it would then change the economic basis of this town. This 
town would go from a 1- industry l-customer town to a 1-industry 
worldwide customer town. We felt that for the welfare for this 


community that we should concentrate on that other bill before we 
took up the disposal bill. 


carbon copy, 
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I want to thank you ladies very much. We appreciate the very 
fine statement that you submitted and the very thorough and careful 
presentation of it on behalf of the League of Women Voters and the 
way you approached these problems. 

Chairman Jackson. Our next witness is Karl Diettrich, president 
of the Richland Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Diettrich, we will be 
glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF KARL DIETTRICH, PRESIDENT, CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, RICHLAND, WASH. 


Mr. Dierrrici. I am glad to be here to present our views. 

The Richland Chamber of Commerce urges the passage of this bill 
at the earliest possible date. We recommend the clarification of the 
bill by certain amendments hereafter outlined and briefly explained. 
We recognize the importance of and ask your consideration of, other 
amendments as suggested by the Richland Community Council, and 
by other groups. We are confining our presentation to the most im- 
portant of those matters normally within our direct scope. 

We ask the following amendments: 

Amend section 84, in such manner as to provide that the city of 
Richland shall have priority over the other indicated governmental 
units in obtaining the facilities to be so disposed. 

This will eliminate contesting between those governmental units 
and with the administrating agency. We believe this priority to be 
the present intent. 

Amend section 32, to establish a provision to reappraise and/or 
arbitrate appraised values upon the application of the priority 
holder, such application to be accompanied by a reasonable fee to 
cover the cost of such reappraisal and/or arbitration. 

This is to assure protection to purchasers of property against pos- 
sible inequities or errors, which well may occur in such a mass of 
appraisals, within the stipulations of the bill that the properties be 
appraised at the current fair market value of the Government’s inter- 
est therein. 

Also, we request the instructions to the appraisers include the 
following and that they be taken into consideration in his appraisal : 
(a) One industry town: (4) a portion of the homes substandard and 
built for temporary housing; (¢) lack of normal architectural design 
and their resemblance to project or row-type housing: (7) lack of 
individuality: (¢) plus any other adverse conditions found in a 
Government town. 

Amend sections 61 and 62 in order that the contract of sale provision 
and the provision for the Commission’s accepting a mortgage when 
no other financing is available be applied to all properties. 

The Commission would be enabled by this amendment to sell all 
properties on contract sales or by direct financing in the event that 
it is found that factors, such as limitations or unavailability of financ- 
ing to potential purchasers of any properties, are restrictive to desir- 
able sales. This broadens this clause to include all properties: it is 
noted that as written it does not include some commercial properties. 
This amendment might well prevent large quantities of property 
from going to the point of forced sale at low prices. 
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We request that some provision be made to include all present 
parking areas around public buildings and commercial zones will 
be perpetually maintained as parking areas for the conveniences of 
the public. 

The Richland Chamber of Commerce has over a long period studied 
and encouraged the disposal of Richland by the Federal Govern- 
ment, and since receipt of this bill, has had it studied by several 
committees; the chamber’s board of directors has recently out- 
lined this report in detail from the work of its committees and has 
directed that this presentation be made to your committee by this 
member of its board. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Diettrich. Any questions? 

Mr. Dierrricn. I have one point which was brought wp by Mr. 
Wilfrid Johnson, and that is with regard to the people coming into 
the project at the time of sale. I think that was discussed as an 
added point in his presentation. On this one phase, it seems that 
it would be wise, if there is some consideration given, that it be done 
for all people who would be employed in the area. For example, 
I think it should mention not only the AEC and GE employees, 
but people directly connected with operations. For commercial 
facilities, the school district, churches, would all be in the same 
position of having people coming for employment, without provi- 
sion. I think it should be enlarged to cover all projects. 

Mr. Norris. The very first amendment is that the city of Richland 
shall have priority, that it be specifically a priority over other gov- 
ernmental units. Now, isn’t that priority already in this bill, be- 
cause the transfer of all installations are subject to a majority vote 
of the eligible voters? A priority and a vote are inconsistent. 
Which do you prefer? Do you prefer a vote or do you prefer 
priority / 

Mr. Dirrrricu. I think the point that we are trying to make, that 
the first opportunity for a test should be in favor of the community. 

Mr. Norris. But if the voters decide, wouldn’t that be to the inter- 
ests of the community ¢ 

Mr. Dierrricu. I would assume so. The only thing I mean is the 
word “may.” That doesn’t say that it would be essentially so or 
that it would. It leaves that possibility. 

Mr. Norrts. Those are the two suggestions that you prefer: the 
tax priority and facilities priority. 

Mr. Dierrricu. At first opportunity ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Norris. Rather than an election of the voters? 

Mr. Dterrricn. Well, I think an election of the voters would fol- 
low, would it not. They would have the first opportunity. Then if 
they did not so desire a municipal operation, then it would be given 
to an outsider, if interested. 

Mr. Norris. That is a point that I will have to give more thought 
to before making a suggestion. 

On the second point, to establish a provision to reappraise and /or 
arbitrate appraised values, I believe that is adequately taken care 
of by the provisions of the general sections of the bill that the Com- 
mission shall have power to make such rules and regulations as may 
be appropriate to carry out the provisions of this act, and may r deter. 
mine that the Commission, in making such determinations, will | 
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subject to administrative review. Aren’t those sufficient to take care 
of the problem, if it is written into the Commission’s report that we 
want this subject covered by administrative action ? 

Mr. Drerrricn. Well, I think the intention was there, the only 
thing we were trying to do was specifically clarify the point. 

Mr. Norris. That is all. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Diettrich. We ap- 
preciate having your statement. 

Our next witness is Mr. Herbert Davis, deputy prosecuting attorney 
of Benton County. Mr. Davis, we are very happy to have you with 
us this morning and would be pleased to have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT H. DAVIS, DEPUTY PROSECUTING 
ATTORNEY, BENTON COUNTY, WASH. 


Mr. Davis. Senator Jackson, Representative Holmes, and Mr. Nor- 
ris, in behalf of the county commissioners of Benton County “and 
other county officials, we welcome you to Benton County and hope 
you have a pleasant stay and we appreciate your coming out here 
and listening to the problems which the county of Benton “and all of 
us folks of Benton C ounty are faced with. 

Benton County, a municipal corporation of the State of Washing- 
ton, whose boundaries contain the community of Richland, Wash., and 
the entire Hanford Works Area, does petition this committee to con- 
sider amendatory provisions to proposed legislation effective the dis- 
posal of Richland to provide payments in lieu of taxes to Benton 
County, to make up the loss of tax revenues now being obtained from 
Richland, which will be lost upon the incorporation of Richland, until 
such time as the properties disposed of by the Federal Government 
to private individuals can be placed on the tax roll and return taxes 
to Benton County. 

Benton County in 1950 had a population of 51,572 and it is esti- 
mated to be about 63,800 at the present time. Fifty percent of this 
population is within the community of Richland. While a large 
population increases tremendously the cost of government, it does 
not necessarily return a greater amount of revenue because the largest 
part of the county’s operating revenue comes from the real-estate 
tax. At the present time the community of Richland being a fed- 
erally-owned project has no real property subject to the real-estate 
taxes of the State of Washington. The county has, however, obtained 
revenues from the community of Richland by virtue of its status as 
a rural community by way of county admission taxes, State liquor 
apportionment funds, gas tax refunds from the State based on rural 
motor-vehicle registrations and population, and from personal prop- 
erty tax on such items as store fixtures and stock of goods and pri 
vately-owned buildings. 

In 1954, Benton County received from the community of Richland 
some $30,000 in admissions taxes, some $50,000 in State liquor appor- 
tionment funds and some $100,000 in gas tax allocations and some 
$63,000 in personal property tax, of which some $35,000 would be lost 
to the county in the event the community becomes incorporated. 

Chairman JAckson. If I may interrupt at this point. The new 
draft of the bill which you did not receive at the time, which was re- 
ceived in time to include in our statement this morning, I believe cov- 
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ers the situation that Benton County would be in in the event of dis- 
posal of the city of Richland. : 

It is covered in section 91. The first part of that section reads as 
follows: 

From the date of transfer of any municipal installations to a Government 
entity at the community, the Commission shall make annual assistance payments 
of just and reasonable sums to the State or local entity having jurisdiction to 
collect property taxes or to the entities receiving the installation transferred 
hereunder. In determining the amount and recipients of such payments, the 
Commission shall consider— 

(a) The approximate real estate property taxes and assessments for local 

improvements which would be paid to the governmental entity upon property 
within the community if such property were not exempt from taxation by reason 
of Federal ownership. 
Then it mentions maintaining municipal services, fiscal problems pe- 
culiar to the governmental entity and municipal services and other 
benefits to be derived by the United States in its operations in the proj- 
ect area of the community, and continues: 

Payments made under this section shall be payments made for special burdens 
thrown on the local governmental entities under the third sentence of section 
168 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

It occurs to me that your problem could be specifically covered if 
the county or any municipal subdivision, like the city, would make it 
quite unambiguous so that your problem would be covered. Would 
you agree on that ? 

Mr. Davis. Well, I had the good fortune of getting a copy short- 
ly before the meeting. I am sorry I didn’t have time to better plan 
coming in to this particular hearing. 

Chairman Jackson. That is not the fault of yours. It is not the 
fault of anyone. We were sort of pressed for time. 

Mr. Davis. The only thing I would suggest on that, Senator, is this: 
I still believe the particular - weakness there that will face both Rich- 

land, if and when it becomes incorporated, and Benton County, which 
is the next governmental unit, while this will give us, say in lieu of 
taxes over a period of time, it is a common feeling that it probably 
should be spelled out to give us during that hiatus or that period in 
which we actually do not receive taxes—there is a lag there now of 
from 12 months to 23 months, and while it is true that once we do get 
payments in lieu of taxes, the city of Richland, when it is incorporated, 
will be faced with very high taxes, and I believe the act should be 
spelled out to say that also we would be given in lieu of taxes during 
that interim when the property goes on the rolls and when the tax is 
elected. 

Chairman Jackson. I wonder if we couldn’t include something 
along that line in the report which accompanies every bill. ‘The report 
is a narrative explanation of the technical provisions of a bill, and it 
spells out the intent of Congress. Possibly, it could be covered in that, 
way. 

I think it would be helpful, maybe, if we could draft an amendment 
or suggestion on that, which you could forward to the committee so 
that this problem could be spelled out specifically. There is no inten- 
tion to avoid meeting the problem. I think the point that you make 
in your statement is well taken, and the statement that you made in 
the hearing last year also. It affects what percentage of the revenue 
of Benton C ounty ? 
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Mr. Davis. Well, it amounts to around $213,000. 

Chairman Jackson. What is the total revenue volume / 

Mr. Davis. Well, I am sorry, I can’t give you that. 

Chairman Jackson. But it is very substantial / 

Mr. Davis. Actually, but limited as to the county, as to the total 
amount taken from taxation. 

Chairman Jackson. I wonder if it would be agreeable to you if 
we could, inasmuch as a number of the points in the statement are 
covered now, if we could include the balance of the statement in the 
record at this point, and not read it at this time / 

Mr. Davis. Yes. Could I ask Mr. Norris, you say you think it is 

overed by the legislation we have now in section 91 ? 

Mr. Norris. I think it requires payment of just and reasonable sums 
to the State or local entity, and then the next to the last sentence says: 

Payments made under this section shall be payments made for special burdens 
thrown on the local governmental entities under the third section of section 168 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

Your eediian is a special burden which is contemplated, as well as 
more permanent types. It is all intended to be covered within this 
section 91. 

Mr. Davis. That is the relief we wanted to be sure of, that we were 
covered during that lag period. That would be a most important 
concern. 

Chairman Jackson. I think the word “entity” could further apply 
to include county government or any municipal subdivision of the 
State. Certainly, then there couldn’t be any question as to the specifie 
intent of Congress. 

Mr. Davis. Would you suggest a statement in writing or in amend- 
ment / 

Chairman Jackson. Yes, I think it would be helpful to have your 
suggestions on that, so when the subcommittee meets again we will 
have a specific amendment. You might as well solve this problem by 
defining “entity” and then spelling it out in the report exactly what 
you have in mind in that connection, by pointing out, for instance, the 
problem of Benton County in regard to the lag in which the revenue 
would be cut off in this community for about 18 months, which is 
approximately $215,000 a year. 

Congressman Hotmes. Mr. Davis, I appreciate the statement that 
you have made, but I think perhaps you have underestimated the 
period of the lag. Iam sure the lag period would be greater. I would 
suggest that you not put in any specified period of time, because 
vou can run into some very complic ated propositions in getting prop- 
erty on the revenue rolls to hook them up in calendar years, with 
relation, for instance, to the : assessments, and you may not be able to 
work it out in less than 3 years on certain properties, that definitely, 
you have testified to an extremely important problem. I assure you 
1 will do as much as I can in relation to the problem. 

I remember years ago when this town was built and they removed 
much property from the tax rolls in relation to the first condemnation 
proe eedings. 

Mr. Davis. This makes a total of about $243,000 available to the 
county for its general expense and road funds. U pon the incorpora- 
tion of Richland after the disposal of federally owned real property 
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to private ownership, some $215,000 of these funds and these sources 
of revenue will be lost to the county of Benton until revenue can be 
obtained from taxes assessed on the real property in private owner- 
ship. The county, however, cannot realize anything from this latter 


otal source, when available, for a period of not less than 1314 months up 
be to 25144 months. During this interval the present sources of revenue 

u if will not be available. This lag or time element before taxes can be 
=e realized from real property is that property for example assessed on 
the January 1, 1956, is aa payable until February 15,1957. This consti- 
wad, tutes a period of 1314 months. It should also be pointed out that any 
it 1s property not available for assessment on January 1, 1956, would not 
be assessed until January 1, 1957, and the tax would not be due until 

ans February 15, 1958, or a period of 2514 months. This is in addition to 
mye the period of 214 months before the tax becomes delinquent. The 


dens result is, that on an average, it would be between 21 and 22 months 


| 168 before any real property taxes would be paid on real property con- 
veyed to individuals by the Federal Government. 
| as It must also be pointed out that the transfer of some 6,000 units of 
this property from Federal ownership will cost the assessor’s and treas- 
urer’s offices of Benton County some $18,000 to take care of the addi- 
vere tional work including the segregation on tax rolls which will be in- 
rant creased about 43 percent and an estimated increase in general volume 
of office of about 30 pereent. There will be other additional costs, but 
yply ihe ones referred to are the most outstanding. : 
the Another cost to the county due to the increase in population has been 
rifie the construction of a jail at a cost of 850,000 and the construction of 
, juvenile detention home at the cost of $100,000. There must also be 
nd- con red the tremendous growth in roads and upkeep of same due 
to the increased population, particularly in the vicinity of Richland, 
our To illustrate more fully the peculiar condition which faces Benton 
will County due to the large increase of population in the community of 
1 by Richland, we set forth the following statistics based on the 1954 census 
hat (estimated) and the 1954 tax roll to show the per capita valuation in 
the the State as a whole and specifically in Franklin and Benton County. 
nue 
h is 
1954 census Valuation 1954 Per capita 
(estimate tax roll valuation 
hat i icine lett hs : ~ 
the State Bt tera ag 2, 566,000 | 2, 351, 793, 255 $916 
ald tee 63,800) a2 221074 3 
juse 
‘op- 
vith It might be pointed out that the statewide average of 5916 as set 
e to forth above includes King County and all the industrial areas and 
ely. consequently have a low per capita valuation. 
vou The per capita cost of county government in the smaller counties 
is higher than in the large counties and a higher per capita valuation 
ved is necessary. If it were ‘not for the lar ge population at Richland, the 
ion per capita tax assessment valuation of “Benton County would be ap- 
proximately the same as that for Franklin County, the figures of 
the which have been set forth above. 
ora- In 1951, it might be pointed out, Benton County collected about 
rty $8.60 per person for county tax from the population in the unre- 
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stricted area and practically nothing per capita from this source from 
the Richland population. “The county V yas able to function, however, 
because a large part of this loss was compensated for by liquor appor- 
tionment funds and admissions tax received by the county because of 
Richland’s unincorporated status. These sources, as has been stated 
heretofore, will be lost to Benton County when Richland is incor- 
porated. 

While the county would suffer this loss, it could not obtain revenues 
from the property conveyed to individuals for a period of between 21 
and 22 months. The county would thus be put in a position of having 
to function for approximately 2 years with substantially reduced in- 
come and substantially increased expenses due to the lapse of time 
between property going on the tax rolls and taxes becoming due on it. 

When considering this state of affairs, it does not appear that Ben- 
ton County would be able to continue to render the services the law 
requires of it during this period unless the United States Government, 
through the Atomic Ener gy Committee, can take up this slack and 
compensate the county for ‘Joss incurred duri ing this period of time. 

It is respectfully requested by this petition that the serious situa- 
tions confronting the county of Benton due to the loss of revenues to 
be considered, and that proposed legislation be so amended as to pro- 
vide Benton County with funds in leu of taxes during the transition 
period, to take care of the needed county governmental expenses 

caused by the tremendous increases in population and the added ex- 
penses that will be met when such a large-scale disposal of real prop- 
erty is made in the county, as have the schools, hospitals, and other 
municipal facilities. 

Specifically, it is requested that section 304 (c) be amended by in- 
serting subparagraph (iv) to provide that in the event of disposal and 
upon the incorporation of the community of Richland that the Com- 
mission shall make for a period of 5 years, beginning with the date of 

said incorporation, or in the event of disposal and “municipal facili- 
ties are transferred to the county, the city not being incorporated. 

Chairman Jackson. We certainly appreciate your very fine state- 
ment, and in addition, if you have any supplemental views you would 
like to submit to the committee, we would be pleased to have them. 
Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Charles E. Benton. May I ask you, are you 
in business here? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. BENTON 


Mr. Benron. No, sir; I am employed at the present time. Prior to 
recently, anyone who had retired had to leave the field, but recently 
there has come a new order for reaccepting employment from conces- 
sionaires and we can retain our houses. 

As per your request of some time back, for information as to the 
attitude of the residents of Richland, Wash., in regard to pending 
legislation, for the disposal of the residential property of Richland, 
Wash. 

For your information, we have lost approximately 500 of the more 
stable and dependable employees, who have bought their homes else- 
where on account of the long delay in passage of the disposal bill. 
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Also there are numerous others planning to buy elsewhere on 
account of the uncertainty as to when this legislation will be passed. 

The antidisposal group is confusing the issue in claims of the insta- 
bility of the Atomic Energy Commission project here at Richland, 
Wash. ‘ 

Although approximately 90 percent of those that are against dis- 
posal, claim they will buy if the property is sold. | ; ; 

We that wish to buy, have every confidence in Richland’s future. 
Also if the disposal bill is passed in the near future and vacant ground 
is made weailabhe, many who are buying elsewhere would buy lots and 
build in Richland. 

We feel that if this bill is passed in the near future it will also 
induce business to locate here in Richland to absorb some of the taxa- 
tion. Where they will not at this time, on account of the limited 
housing for their employees allowed under present conditions. 

We feel that longer delay in passing this bill is not beneficial to the 
Government of the United States or to the residents of Richland and 
pray that you will expedite this bill as soon as possible. 

Chairman Jackson. I think your position is that you would like 
to see orderly disposal 4 

Mr. Benvon. Very definitely. 

Chairman Jackson. You didn’t have an opportunity to read the 
draft? 

Mr. Benton. Yes, that is right. 

Chairman Jackson. You think it is a fair proposal ¢ 

Mr. Benvon. I think it is very fair. I don’t think you could get— 
in fact, 1 know that you couldn’t get from any realtor here or any 
realtor in the United States the concessions that the Government is 
allowing the people here. 

Chairman Jackson. Congressman Holmes, any questions? 

Congressman Houtmes. Mr. Benton, did you emphasize the point— 
I think you did, of the fact that the uncertainty of the situation is 
causing people who wanted to own their own homes to go out of the 
area, or build elsewhere ¢ 

Mr. Brenton. Yes. A number of my acquaintances—this matter 
has been under consideration for a matter of 5 years or more—and 
they got tired of waiting. They didn’t think they could possibly pay 
rent and stay here and get no investment, and they have gone out and 
built their homes or bought them already built, and let the rentals go 
into the equity in their homes. 

Congressman Houmes. Building up an equity in the property 
itself? 

Mr. Brenton. Yes. 

Congressman Hoimes. That is all. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Congressman Holmes. Thank 
you very much, Mr. Benton. We appreciate having your statement. 

We still have 10 minutes to go of the morning hour. I am wonder- 
ing, is Dr. Wager present. If not, is the president of the parent- 
teachers association, Mrs. Bernoliel present ¢ 

Mrs. Bernouren. Yes. 

Chairman Jackson. Mrs. Bernoliel, we will be very glad to have 
your statement at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. ROBERT W. BERNOLIEL, PRESIDENT, RICH- 


LAND SCHOOL DISTRICT PARENT-TEACHERS ASSOCIATION 
COUNCIL 


Mrs. Bernouier. Senator Jackson, Representative Holmes, and Mr. 
Norris; [ speak as president of the Richland School District Parent- 
Teachers Association Council. 

As in every other locality we are interested in providing our chil- 
dren a fine education. The residents of Richland have come from all 
parts of the United States. Many have had the privilege of attending 
good schools. It is our genuine concern that our children have the 
continued opportunity to acquire a good education. Our children 
have been well provided for tn local schols. We realize that this has 
been made possible with the construction of the school buildings with 
Federal funds and with, currently, about 40 percent of the operating 
costs of the school system covered by Federal money in lieu of taxes. 

The citizens on the school board and the school administration are 
devoting their energies to shaping and operating, and the teachers 
to implementing, as good a school system and educational program as 
they can. 

It is only proper that we at the local level do our full share and 
accept our responsibility for school support. However, the absence 
of the usual tax base in Richland and the high proportion of school 
children to the total population place this school district in a position 
different from any other school district in the State and perh: aps simi- 
lar to only a very few nationally. For our population of about 30,000 
we have over 8,000 school children. This high proportion is a natural 
consequence of the kind of community it has been necessary to build 
here to operate the project. 

Therefore, Senator Jackson, as you and your colleagues on the 
subcommittee prepare legislation for disposal of Richland, we respect- 
fully request your attention and thoughtful consideration of the area 
of sound financing of the Richland school system. 

Chairman Jackson. I think you said you more or less supported 
the position taken by the Richland school district. You heard Mr. 
Leach this morning? In other words, I am not asking you to commit 
yourself specifically, but I take it that what you-have in mind is that 
there be adequate provision in any legislation that may be passed to 
maintain the Richland schools at the high standards and high levels 
that have adhered in the past; you weren't wanting to say anything 
that would depreci late that position ? 

Mrs. Bernouier. That is right. 

Chairman Jackson. Congressman Holmes / 

Congressman Houmes. Mrs. Bernoliel, thank you very much for 
your good statement here. You remember that you were in the room 
when we were discussing this problem with Mr. Leach that would come 
up. suggested by committee counsel, on cross-reference to Public Law 
874. IL think that we should cross-reference 874 in here, because Con- 
gress is sympathetic to it in principle. 

You might be interested in knowing that a number of schools out- 
side of Yakima and on through Wapato and running into Ellensburg 
High School, that 874 has been a vehicle under which I have applied 
for $15,000 of school moneys annually for children moving into im- 
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pacted areas; that is, that are impacted from Federal projects. It 
is on a matching-fund basis, and it is, as of now, a very fine source for 
moneys to help school districts, and I can well appreciate the fact that 
you are proving out these points on talks with relation to secondary 
structures. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much. I think we will have 
time for one more witness before adjournme nt, and when we do ad- 
journ we will reconvene promptly at 1 o'clock. 1 hope that will not 
inconvenience anyone. We are anxious to hear from everyone that 
would like to be heard, if it can be possibly arranged. Is 1 o'clock in 
the afternoon inconvenient for the witnesses / 

Are any of the afternoon witnesses present / 

Dr. CoRNELIUS Groor. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF DR. CORNELIUS GROOT 


Dr. Groor. First of all, let me express my appreciation to the sub- 
committee and its counsel, Mr. Norris, for the excellent work that you 
have already done on the disposal bill. Senate bill 1824 was impossi- 
ble. Your draft of June 22 was rough, but had the correet basis. 

Your draft of June 50 is a good bill. We appreciate this oppertaanty 
to be heard, that the bill may be still further improved. The bill 1 
good enough that I will confine my remarks to chapter 6, on financing. 

The aim of the disposal bill is to get the AEC out of the housing 
business. The bill will make this possible, by selling us the houses 
and supporting the town. To further encourage us to buy these houses, 
the bill gives us three inducements to buy : 

(1) Discount 

(2) Indemnity 

(5) Credit 
Now, these are good and sufficient inducements to buy houses, and I 
have no quarrel with them. Everyone wants the discount, and many 
need the indemnity and the credit. However, both the indemnity and 
the credit work against the bill’s aim of getting the AEC out of the 
housing business. 

In the bill as written, the AEC will have to give each purchaser all 
these inducements. They are worth money, whether we need them or 
not, or even whether they are worth anything to us at present or not. 
1 would prefer that we had the option of accepting the value of the 
second and third inducements in discounts. 

The indemnity is a kind of insurance. As insurance, it has a cash 
value. Some people, who have great faith in the future of Richland, 
would rather have the cash. Many would prefer the insurance. If 
we were given the option of taking an additional discount of 20 per- 
cent in place of the indemnity, many of us would like the bill better 
Some think the indemnity is worth 20 percent; let them have it. Some 
think the indemnity is not worth 20 percent: let them have the dis- 
count. Of course, the committee will have to decide what it is worth 
to the Government to be rid of this commitment. If the committee is 
convinced that this indemnity will never be needed, then of course 
it is of little value to the Government to be rid of this obligation. 
In this case they could offer no substantial discount to be rid of the 
obligation. What I want is that the committee set a value on tli 
indemnity and let me buy it if I think it’s worth the value s-t. 
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The other inducement to buy is credit. This too has a cash value. 
[ts cash value will in time be spelled out, when the notes and contracts 
are sold by the AEC. These notes and contracts will almost certainly 
be sold at a discount. The only way to keep them from going at a 
discount is for the Government to insure the loans, which puts them 
right back in the housing business. Unless the Government loans 
money on terms that would meet a very cold reception, such as 7 per- 
cent interest, its notes will go at a discount. The cheapest way nh 
a house will be to get the biggest loan you can, wait until the Gov- 
ernment sells the notes at a discount, and then buy your own note at 
a discount. After all, the note on my house would be worth more to 
me than to anyone else, and even a small discount would be a gain. 

I realize that the committee did not intend that the Government do 
all the financing. The bill states that they may accept notes if financ- 
ing on reasonable terms is not available. The Government terms 
almost have to be better than the banks, with this prospective sale of 
the notes at a discount. Then the citizens of Richland are just not 
going to be able to find private financing. If I can get better terms 
by not being able to find private financing, I won’t be able to find any, 
though the banker came to my door with a satchel full of money and 
begged me to accept some. 

Now we can’t solve the problem by abolishing the Government 
loans, for many people in this town need them. They can buy on no 
other terms. ‘The thing to do is decide what discount we are really 
given when we make a loan at a reasonable interest rate, say 5 per- 
cent. In other words, at what discount will these notes sell? My 
estimate is that 6 percent loans would be discounted at least 10 per 
cent and perhaps 20 percent, and that 5 percent loans would be dis- 
counted at least 20 percent and perhaps 40 percent. The committee 
should make a guess at what the credit is worth and then offer this 
as a discount to those who don’t use it. If we could get our houses at 
20 percent additional discount for private financing, our financing 
abilities would be most convincingly improved. We would find 
sources of cash and credit in all manner of strange places. If need 
be L would borrow from my brother-in-law in Detroit and from my 
wife’s grandfather in Florida. Such a discount for private financing 
would get the AEC out of the financing business entirely, except for 
some hardship cases. The AEC would get as much from private 
financine with discounts as from their discounted notes. So it seems 
to me that this discount for private financing would be of advantage 
both to the Government and to the citizens of Richland, and should 
be in the bill. 

In summary, we are offered three inducements to buy: discount, 
indemnity, and credit. The indemnity and credit terms, while neces- 
sary for disposal, keep the Government in the housing business they 
are trying so hard to get out of. By offering the option of taking 
additional discounts in place of the indemnity and the credit, the 
Government could get out of the housing business. I hope that you 
will put these options in the bill. 

Chairman Jackson. Dr. Groot, what you are suggesting is that 
there be some flexible provisions in the bill to cover the wishes and 
desires of a very diversified community? That is essential? 

Dr. Groor. That is correct. 
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Chairman Jackson. I take it that you would make it optional, as 
far as indemnification provision is concerned, that is, that people who 
feel they don’t need it, could have an opportunity of getting a discount, 
based on the theory that it has a certain property value—that is, an 
insurance value. 

Dr. Groor. Exactly. Mr. Johnson pointed out this morning that 
it is rather hard to define, because we don’t get anything out of it. 
Yet, so many people have been laid off for so long, so those people 
who expect to be laid off first would have no value in the indemnity 
at all. 

Chairman Jackson. You would have a problem, would you not, 
the case of title? In other words, in the case of people w ho waive the 
indemnity provisions and accept the discount in heu of them, they 
would have a title to the property of less value, ‘chain depending 
on whether you measure the value of the indemnity that you individ- 
ually had or did not elect to accept it, and I am just wondering 
whether it iceals l be mandatory or optional. 

Dr. Groor. I would prefer that we have such option in these mat- 
ters as we can. We would have much less option in buying a house. 
If we are pretty well confined to buying one house, that is a take-it- 
or-leave-it proposition. It is to the interest of the Government if 
we don’t all go into buying a house. 

Chairman Jackson. | think you made some sound suggestions. I 
think the more flexible this bill is, the greater justice will come to the 
people who are presently and sub sequently involved. I don’t think 
it is possible for Congress—as good as Congress may be at times, and 
as valuable as it may be—to draft legislation that will meet the 
insandl of all. I think it is wise legislation that will make possible 
as many possible approaches to the acquiring of property as can be 
designed. 

I do think you introduced some sound philosophies in trying to 
work out a legislative solution of this problem. 

Dr. Groor. Thank you. 

Congressman Hotmers. Dr. Groot, if we are going to keep this legis- 
lation, I would be one to believe, offhand, that we cannot very well 
create objections. In other words, you are going to get into discrimi- 
nation. You can get into it pretty fast with relation to those who 
have greater ability to buy than those who do not, and if you are 

forcing a person—not forcing them but suggesting with some degree 
of vigor—that they buy a house, you want to be absolutely certain 
that it is not causing that person, in cashing some of his own individ- 
ual savings, to take advantage of an option that may not mean as 
much to him in the future as it does at the present. Talking eco- 
nomics—and when we get right down to this legisiation, that is the 
heart of this thing. May I say the crux of this thing is dollars and 
cents. It is economic. You might just as well face that, but we w: n t 
to be very careful that we don’t get into monetary features that would 
make our individuals have something greater than their ability to p: Ly. 
That is the thing that bothers me. 

Chairman Jackson. Your point is very well taken, Dr. Groot, to 
us and the people of Richland. We can agree that there should be 
some way of causing people to invest in those houses, if this city is 
to be the city I want it to be, and I am sure, the city you want it 
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to be. It is going to be a city where we are putting much of our 
money, all our hearts, and the time to make this the best possible 
city. Now, what I fear most in this disposal bill, if we wind up 
with a halfhearted disposal bill where we each give as little as pos- 
sible, and try to get as much as possible it will be difficult. I would 
like to see a chance for each person to put as much as possible of 
his money into owning his own home, and if we do this, it is uncon- 
testable—we give an advantage to the person that has money over 
the one who doesn’t. If we make any advantage to put money into 
a house, that is an advantage to the town. 
Thank you very much, Dr. Groot. We will resume at 1 o'clock. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Chairman Jackson. The subcommittee will come to order. Dr. 
Ralph W. Wager. Is he in the audience? He has been requested 
to be here. I take it he isn’t here. 

Mr. McCormack, I take it you will present your panel. If it is all 
right vou may proceed and make your own statement, if you wish, 
and introduce the people who are present to the committee this after- 
noon. 


STATEMENT OF MIKE McCORMACK, RICHLAND CITIZENS LEAGUE 


Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Senator Jackson. My name is Mike 
McCormack. I am employed by the General Electric Co. as a re- 
search and development chemist at the Hanford Works. My family 
and L have lived in Richland for about 5 years. We consider our- 
selves a part of this community, and plan to remain here. 

In the testimony which I am about to give I am speaking on 
behalf of the Richland Citizens League, a nonprofit, nonpartisan 
organization representing the vast majority of Richland citizens 
who oppose and object to the disposal of Richland under conditions 
such as those submitted to the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Atomic Energy by the Atomic Energy Commission in 1954 and April 
1955. 

The Richland Citizens League will present a team of six speakers, 
providing testimony on the following subjects : 

1. The interest and attitudes of the people of Richland. 
. The future of Hanford and Richland. 
Morale at Hanford and Richland. 
. Principles of acceptable disposal legislation. 
». Objections to proposed disposal legislation. ers 
6. Techniques for implementing acceptable disposal legislation. 

My portion of this testimony deals with the attitudes and interests 
of the people of Richland. 

I would like to comment on the committee revision of the proposed 
legislation which reached the people of Richland this Fourth of July 
weekend. Ina statement which will be submitted to you through the 
Richland Citizens League, one Richland citizen writes: 


He Co tl 


Cov 


It has been presented too recently to permit sufficient analytical study. This 
is a matter of such deep and lasting concern to so many of us, involving a sub- 
stantial portion of our incomes for a major portion of our lives, that it should 
not be resolved in a cavalier or cursory manner. It is therefore my belief that 
this matter should be approached slowly and with infinite care, and that justice 
and reason should be given preference to any seeming sense of urgency. 
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I should like to emphasize that we object to haste in this matter— 
ths it while there is no virtue in delay as such, if disposal is inevitable, 
that delay which will provide time to develop mutually satisfactory 
legislation has considerable merit. 

We understand from Mayor Monson that the people of Oak Ridge 
and certain Congressmen from Tennessee want disposal and are push- 
ing legislation at once. We respectfully suggest that everyone con- 
cerned might be well served if. then, disposal legislation for Oak 
Ridge were separated from that for Richland. We see no danger in 
setting a precedent, as there is no other city except Richland to be sold. 

On March 8 of this year, the people of Richland went to the polls 
and rejected by a 73 percent majority, the idea of disposal as they 
understood it. This was no accident, nor was the lopsided result 

‘:aused. by confusion or failure on the part of the people to understand 
end issues. The number of voters was unprecedented for a school board 
and municipal election: it was so heavy, in fact, that several polls ran 
cut of ballots and had to be resupplied from other polls. This, in 
spite of the fact that the city clerk had provided many more ballots 
than the city council had recommended. 1 visited several polls during 
the evening of that election day and found voters who had stood in line 
longer than 2 hours and had missed their dinners in order to vote. 
And they were voting in anger—determined to prove once and for all 
that opposition to proposals for disposal was not confined to a “mi 
nority of troublemakers,” but was the firm. well-founded conviction 
of the people of Richland. 

When, in May of this year, we received copies of the newly proposed 
legislation—that was the legislation presented to the committee by the 
Commission—and found it to be little, if any, improved over last year’s 
proposal, and when it became obvious that some organization was 
needed to represent the people and fight for their interests, the Rich- 
land Citizens League was born. 

The first act of the league was to attempt to gage public support by 
issuing a petition for distribution. 

This petition was directed to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, and expressed opposition to the proposed legislation with a 
recommendation for delay until more mutually favorable legislation 
could be written. 

The results of this project exceeded our most optimistic dreams. | 
would like now to present to you. Mr. Chairman, the signatures of 
1,128 persons on this petition, along with copies for the other Con- 
gressmen. 

I might say my copy said 1,113, but this morning I received 15 more 
signatures in my mail box. I might say, also, between 8 and 9 o'clock 
this morning, I received 5 telephone calls from people, 3 of which said : 
“We have been out of town for the last weekend, and we are very dis- 
appointed in not being able to help today. 

I will read the petition : 

We, the undersigned residents of Richland, oppose the proposed disposal legis 
lation for our city. While we enthusiastically support the principle of home- 
ownership, and sympathize with the AEC in its desire to “get out of the housing 
business,” we believe that enactment of the proposed legislation would produce 


needless and extreme confusion among Richland residents, lowered morale on the 
job and financial chaos for the city. 


64246—55—pt. 24 
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We insist that self-government is not dependent upon homeownership; and 
that most of the citizens of Richland have no desire to buy, under the provisions 
of any legislation proposed to date, the houses in which they live. We cite as 
proof the overwhelming rejection of these proposals in the March 8 election. 

We believe the proposed legislation to be unsatisfactory primarily on three 
counts: (1) It fails to establish that real-estate values in this unique city are 
abnormally depressed far below what they would be in a normal community; 
(2) it fails to establish a satisfactory escape clause: and (3) it assumes (in 
spite of all evidence to the contrary) that Richland can become a normal, self- 
sufficient community by attracting new industries which would pay more than 
$1 million a year in taxes to the city. 

We respectfully suggest that our Senators and Representatives on the joint 
committee recommend against disposal legislation at this time, and that they 
establish a study committee to meet with persons actually representing the citi- 
zens of Richland in order to prepare future legislation fair to all. 

Senator Jackson, we base our presumption that we represent the 
vast majority of the people of Richland partially upon the phenome- 
nal support that this petition received, and partially upon the barrage 
of verbal encouragement that has followed us everywhere during the 
days of preparation for these hearings. 

Now, if we may safely presume to represent the thoughts of most 
Richland citizens, I should like to explain why the vote resulted in 
such a strong rejection of the idea of disposal. 

Most persons, when they came to Richland to live, came from sub- 
stantial distances away. One of the primary factors in considering 
this job was housing. The Commission and the company were pre- 
pared, a ‘ver, and we were informed of the low-rent housing here. 
It was, in fact, one of the selling points used in recruiting. On ac- 
cepting a waa therefore, few, if any of us considered it from a stand- 
point of buying, but required only that it be satisfactory for our needs 
at that time. For many of those in the 1,300 prefabs in the city, even 
this basic requirement was not met, but the job was accepted anyway, 
in the hope of something better in the future. 

When discussion of disposal began, most of us looked at our houses 
and realized that we just didn’t care to own them. In fact, less than 
half the houses in Richland meet the minimum requirements for sale, 
and only a very few would be competitive on the free market in most 
cities. 

So today we visualize ourselves as trapped if disposal legislation 
ispassed. We must either: 

Buy a house (usually substandard) that we do not want, with 
no ability to bargain, or 

Allow someone else to buy our house and rent it to us at a 
substantially higher rent, or 

Move out, perhaps out of the city, and perhaps out of our 
jobs. 

Now, if we decide that buying our house is the lesser of these evils, 
we are still faced with the uncertainty of the future of the Hanford 
project, and most of us, considering its single and unique purpose, are 
unwilling to enter into a mortgage th: at would obligate us beyond some 
future date when a more stable international situation develops, o 
when an economy-minded Congress may decide that enough of our 
product exists. 

nb everyone who voted against disposal analyzed the potential tax 
base for the city, but almost everyone was, and is, quite aware that the 
idea of making Richland into a “normal community” is senseless 
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yropaganda; that there is no prospect whatsoever of attracting to 
Richland industry upon which a tax base could be built. 

These are the main reasons why most Richland citizens oppose dis- 
posal. Secondary reasons are the high appraisals of many houses (and 
yarticularly the lots), deteriorating sewer system and w: aterlines, and 
the fact that some houses will have degenerated within 5 to 10 years 
to the point that they will not be habit: able. 

I naiail that any disposal legislation, to be satisfactory in the eyes 
of most Richland citizens, must solve these problems, and I submit 
that a secret ballot taken next week or next month, would show the 
same overwhelming hostility to legislation that failed to solve these 
problems. 

I further submit, Senator Jackson and Representative Holmes, that, 
if the Congressmen lived in and worked in Richland, as we do, and 
were faced with this problem as we are, they too would have voted 
“no” as we did. 

L would like to advise once more that the Richland Citizens League 
is not primarily opposed to this, but we believe the people should 
receive consideration from the Atomic Energy Commission. ‘Thank 
you. 

Chairman Jackson. The next speaker is Mr. Weston B, Farrand. 


STATEMENT OF WESTON B. FARRAND, RICHLAND CITIZENS 
LEAGUE 


Mr. Farranp. My name is Weston Bb. Farrand. | am employed 
by the General Electric Co. at Hanford as a physicist, and have been 
so employed for 4 years. I have taken as the theme of my testimony 
“The Future of Richland.” It is, of course, impossible to speak with 
certainty about anything in the future, but with the past and present 
to guide me, I can make very reasonable extrapolations to the future. 

First, I want to bring together in one place several items that can 
help in making this extrapolation in development. 

The first item I would like to mention is a recent article, in The 
Reporter magazine, written by Brigadier General Phillips (retired). 
He states that there is talk around the Pentagon of “saturation of the 
military with regard to nuclear weapons.” In the event that this is 
true, what happens to Hanford, one of the major nuclear weapons 
producers? This question becomes especially important when we 
realize that the only market Hanford has for its product is the military. 

Again, let us look at the hearing records of the Joint Congressional 
Committee for Atomic Energy. “In February and Mareh 1955, you 
held hearings on the status of Atomic E nergy. In the course of the 
hearings, the purchase price of power reactor produe ed plutonium was 
discussed. No figures were given, but the AEC did say that when 
power reactors sti ‘arted producing plutonium, the AEC would buy it, 
and would probably shut down the ineflicient production reactors 
under its direct jurisdiction. If I may hazard a guess as to what 
production reactors are ineflicient, 1 would look at those that were built 
first. It would be extremely unlikely if the early reactors, whose final 
design was completed during the construction stage were found to be 
efficient. And Hanford contains some of the earliest of the early 
reactors. If AEC shuts down any inefficient producers, Hanford 
will probably be hit. 
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All the people of Richland want peace, in fact, all the people of 
the United States want peace, and not the “cold war peace” we cur- 
rently have. We are hoping that President Eisenhower has a great 
deal of success in his “meeting at the summit,” and that some relaxa- 
tion of the cold war can be brought about. We further hope that = 
United Nations disarmament committee, which is meeting now, can 
realize some gains. But we also know that if President Riteinmen 
or the U. N. Committee make any agreements, one of the basic prem- 
ises will be the cessation of al] nuclear weapons production. Again, 
Hanford and Richland would be hard hit, for the plant would be 
cut back, 

The most improbable event is that some future, economy-minded 
Congress would decide to reduce the AEC’s expenditures to the extent 
that Hanford operations would be greatly curtailed, This is not too 
improbable when one looks at yesterday's news and sees that the Sen- 
ate Appropriations Committee ‘has cut out $43 million from the AEC’ 
operating budget. 

I would like to mention here that there is less danger for Oak Ridge 
in these eventualities than for Richland, for Oak Ridge produces 
uranium 235, highly desirable for power reactors, whereas our prod- 
uct can be used only in weapons. 

Now, let’s look at the future of Richland without the Hanford proj- 
ect. At the present, Richland is a one-industry town. What could 
be done to remedy this situation? Other towns can offer industry a 
long-term lease or give them option to buy property in the town with 
tax exemptions for ‘from 20 to 50 years. ‘They can offer free fire and 
police protection; a large and reasonable salaried labor market ; avail- 
ability of markets for their products, subcontractors, and transporta- 
tion: and adequate water supply. 

Richland cannot afford to offer industry a long-term lease or option 
with tax exemption. The city limits, as defined in the bill, give very 
little property, usable by industry, tothe town. And because Richland 
would need to raise $1 million more in taxes per year than could be 
raised from existing taxable sources, we could not afford to offer 
any industry tax exemption. 

We could offer free fire and police protection. We could not offer 
a large and low salaried labor force prior to a complete plant shut- 
down, If sucha eed if it comes, took a year to complete, we 
could not expect either 1 or 10 industries capable of absorbing the 
excess labor to be in aukiae To absorb a labor force of 6,000. per- 
sons (which is 3,000 less than are employed at Hanford at present ) 
would require ta least 2 years of plant construction. By that time a 
major portion of this labor force would have migrated to other avail- 
able jobs. 

Richland is not convenient to markets; we have only a few subcon- 
tractors in the area; and our single spur line, AEC-owned railroad 
cannot possibly be called adequate tr ansportation by industry. 

No official survey of the water system of Richland has been made, 
but several reputable engineers have said that one-half of the town’s 
water is being lost through leaks in the piping. Further, no industry 
is going to depend upon wells, as Richland, Goes, for its water supply 
if this can be avoided. It would require a good deal of money to build 
a filter plant and associated waterworks to use Columbia River water. 
The cost of such a project would fall on the city of Richland, already 
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short approximately $1 million per year for normal operating and 
building expenses. 

Coupled with the status of the water supply is that of the sewer sys- 
tem. There have been too many complaints from the south end of town 
concerning poor drainage and general working of the sewer lines for 
anyone to say that the sewer system will be able to last for any length 
of time without major rebuilding and repairs. 

When I look at these facts concerning Richland and the Hanford 
project, | wonder why there is a desire on the part of the AEC to sell 
Richland. It appears that the Hanford project could be shut dowy 
in only a few years, and it is unlikely that other industry of sufficient 
size could step into the vacuum left in time to let the city continue in 
anything approaching normal operation. Because of these conelu- 
sions, I question the philosophy of selling Richland. 

However, if the town must be sold, many of the city problems, such 
as the water and sewer systems, the transportation problems, and 
others, should be examined more thoroughly, and provisions placed 
in the bill taking them into consideration. There has not been time 
to examine many of these questions, and the present schedule of legis- 
lation did not allow time for such examination. I would recommend 
that, if Oak Ridge is satisfied with the present bill, and by their 
telegram this morning they apparently are, Richland be excluded 
from ps pr this vear and the town of Oak Ridge be sold. Ther 
allow us, the citizens of Richland, a little more time in which to look 
iatewtiaes many problems peculiar to our city. 

Chairman Jackson. The next witness is Mrs. Julia B. Neumann. 


} 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JULIA B. NEUMANN, RICHLAND CITIZENS 
LEAGUE 


Mrs. NeuMANN. IL am Julia Neumann. Until recently | worked as 
a secretary at the Hanford atomic products operation. My contacts 
with professional people while L was working and my continued con- 
tact with my husband's colleagues and their families (my husband is 
a physicist with one of the Hanford research organizations), as well 
as my own ideas, lead me to make the following statements: 

The Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy states in 
section 12—A, page 2, lines 16, 17, and 18 that “the continued morale” 
in this community is essential to the defense and the security of the 
United States. Any bill, such as the present one, that doesn’t meet 
major objections ean do nothing but damage morale. 

Since Richland is far removed from large cities and recreation:l 
areas, the residents must find a great amount of satisfaction in their 
own homes. 

Substandard local housing prevents full enjoyment of our homes. 
For example, there are 1,300 prefabricated houses in Richland. This 
firure represents about one-fourth of the Government-owned houses. 
Wartime plumbing, electrical wires running in wooden conduit, lack 
of any foundations, substandard studding (1 by 1 inch every 2 feet 
as opposed to the usually required 2 by 4 inch every 18 inches) are 
only a few of the shortcomings of these prefabs. Four years ago 
pitched roofs and asbestos shakes were put on these houses; as a re- 
sult, the prefabs have settled to such a degree that doors sag and in 
many houses most windows will not open. Incidently, there is only 
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one outside door in a prefab. And actually, gentlemen of the Joint 
Committee, you will find the problems of opening a prefab window 
most interesting. There is not enough storage room for a sufficient 
reserve of food supplies and the minimum of household equipment. 
While the prefabs are in the worst condition, so many other houses 
are severely deficient that one views the purchase of over half of Rich- 
land’s houses with gloom. 

Richland does not have many concerts; it is not near the cities where 
Broadway road companies present good plays and musicals. Due to 
the prior environment of many people, particularly technical person- 
nel, cultural attractions play a very important role in the morale of 
Richland residents. 

We have an excellent library, which seems to be expanding. It isa 
great hope of mine (and of many others) that this library can continue 
to be able to do this fine job. Our library is now doing three times the 
business of libraries in normal communities of this size. Obviously, 
our library is one of the major compensations for people who work 
here. 

Personnel are drawn to Richland by the challenging interests in the 
technical and scientific jobs here and by the low rent. Should any cir- 
cumstance, such as the present bill, become a reality, the resultant drop 
in morale could lead many of the present personnel to look elsewhere 
for employment. Other factors in bringing people to Richland are 
the high-level social services and the good schools. If these were cut 
down, as they surely could be under the present bill, prospective em- 
ployees would be discouraged at the thought of rearing families in 
this community, and present employees might well think of leaving. 

Another morale problem concerns the group of employees in the 55 
and over, age group. These people have only 10 years more of earning 
capacity. The »y are at such an age that loans are either very difficult 
or actually impossible to obtain. Because of the difficulties of obtain- 
ing financial aid, returning personnel would have to spend a very large 
portion of their selaries in a limited period of time for houses they may 
not want. Some retiring employees have homes elsewhere—homes to 
which they plan to retire. Are these people to be forced to buy in 
Richland? Or to rent at a high figure?) What happens to these people 
if the present bill goes through ? 

Under the present bill, Richland residents would be captive buyers. 
In the normal community, a housebuyer can choose the home he wants 
and expect to pay a nearly reasonable price for it. We, at present, 
would apparently have no such choice nor advantage. The choice 
between buying many Richland houses and renting them at after- 
disposal rates is a dismal one. On the one hand, there are so very 
many houses, all together, that look exactly alike; who wants to buy 
a house that looks exactly like his neighbor’s? On the other hand, if 
some of us were to rent our present houses, we would be at the mercy 
of private realtors, renting for profit. 

These problems must be taken into consideration if the morale of 
Richlanders is not to deteriorate. I agree with the present bill: High 
morale is vital to the efficient execution of the atomic energy program 
and the defense and security of our country. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much, Mrs. Neumann. Our 
next witness is Mr. Don Davenport. 
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STATEMENT OF DON DAVENPORT, RICHLAND CITIZENS LEAGUE 


Mr. Davenrort. I am Don Davenport, an employee of General Elec- 
tric. I have been living here in Richland with my family for many 
years. I would like to talk on this matter. 

The proposed bill suggests two purposes for the disposal legislation : 

. To get the Government out of the housing business; and 
To facilitate the establishment of local government. 

Now, in regard to the latter point, it should be emphasized that the 
major obstacle to effective local government would not be removed by 
this or any other proposed legislation. The puppet nature of our 
council results from the fact that the AEC controls the supply of 
funds and thus insists on controlling their expenditures. This leaves 
the city council with only advisory powers, at best. Financial studies 
carried out by the League of Women Voters and by the Richland Citi- 
zens League both indicate that Government payments after dis sposal 
must continue to constitute at least 20 to 30 percent of the community 
revenues, not counting the present Federal payments to schools under 
Public Law 874. 

Under such conditions it is understandable that Government officials 
would do their best to avoid newspaper headlines reading, “United 
States Funds Being Used To Promote Progressive Education,” “To 
Further Socialize Medicine,” and so would do their best to direct coun- 
cil activities away from all controversial fields. Add to this the AEC’s 
imperative need to have the town continue to operate in a manner best 
suited to its requirements, and it is hard to conceive of any but formal 
changes in the local government. 

Thus, this bill will accomplish, at most, the removal of the Govern 
ment from the housing business. The proposed bill points out that 
" must be done against a background requiring: 

Orderly sale and transfer of property with a minimum number 
of dist itions within the community; and 

Maintenance of good morale within the community in the interest 
of tia defense and security of the United States. 

One might add to this background three other points pertinent to the 
wary ot : 

. Over 75 percent of the people do not want to buy the house they 
are : Hvis in. 

4, Nearly three-quarters of the housing units have served beyond 
their intended lifetime when they were constructed. 

5. The housing has as its only foreseeable purpose, the servicing of 
the Government installation at’ Hanford. 

Viewed against this background, the basic principles necessary in 
an acceptable bill would seem to be: 

. The price and financing provisions of the bill should be such as to 
make it possible and desirable for the large majority of residents to 
purchase their homes. 

2. An adequate buy-back provision must be included. The Govern- 
ment must recognize the complete dependence of the financial stability 
of the community on the decisions of the Government due to political 
or _security motives. 

Community services should be maintained at present levels by 
Federal payments in lieu of taxes. These payments should be suf- 
ficiently large as to require no more than the normal tax load on the 
community and should be made as free of conditional terms as possible. 
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The disposal would be so administered that not only does the 
Government get its fair and equitable return in terms of money, but 
also that profiteering by buyers and groups servicing the transaction 
should be limited. 

An appeal procedure should be provided so that conflicts between 
tat community and the controlling Government agency could be heard 
and arbitrated by an impartial group. 

To summarize, then, an adequate bill must include provisions 
which— 
Make it possible and desirable for the majority to buy 
Provide an adequate buy-back clause 
Maintain community services at present levels 
Prevent profiteering 
Set up an appeal procedure 

Chairman ackson. Thank you very much. Our next witness is 
Mr. Edwin J. Jelacie. 


"ote oo tO 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN J. JELACIE, RICHLAND CITIZENS LEAGUE 


Mr. Jenacie. Senator Jackson, honorable representatives, fellow 
citizens, my name is Edwin J. Jelacie. I am a radiation monitor for 
General Electric Co. and live in a prefabricated house in Richland, 
Wash. 

I would like to enumerate the objection of the Richland Citizens 
League to the committee revision of the proposed disposal legislation. 

In section 32, (basis of appraisal) the appraisal value of houses 
should be based on the fair market value in a community of comparable 
size in this part of the country. Particular attention should be paid 
when making appraisal to the substandard conditions of most houses 
in the community. 

In section 34, paragraph (a). (sales prices), we object to the sale 
price being as high as 80 or 90 percent of the appraised value, unless 
a satisfactory indemnity clause is included in the bill. This will be 
elaborated upon later. 

In section 36 (new houses), we object to the 18-month limit on the 
replacement of demolished houses as being too short. 

In section 42 (priorities), we object to the omission of a provision 
giving first priority tothe present lessee of any house. 

In section 53, paragraph (c), (sales), we object to allowing the 
Commission to dispose of unsold property after 1 year, “As it may 
deem appropriate,” as being unfair to the purchasers of similar hous- 
ing. 

In section 54 (cash sales), we object to requiring all sales for cash 
because of the unreasonable hardship that it would create for indi- 
vidual purchasers. 

In section 55, paragraph (a), (form and provision of instruments). 
we object to the failure of the Commission to furnish a warranty deed 
to each sale because of the possibility of litigation over owne rship. 

In section 61, (contract to pure hase), we object to the failure to pro- 
vide an escape clause i a 3-year contract to purchase. 

In section 62, paragraph (a). (commission financing). we object to 
the requirement of a down payment on contract purchases. 

In sections 64 and 65, (indemnity obligation), we object to these see 
tions in that they tie the indemnity obligation to employment and 
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population levels and in that they fail to provide protection for the 
equity of the purchaser. 

In section 71, (occupancy by existing tenants), we object to this sec- 
tion in that it provides only 30 days for an occupant to obtain a lease 
for his property, whereas it is anticipated (see. 53) that at least 90 
days is required to determine whether or not an individual can pur- 
chase his house. 

With respect to the remaining sections of this bill in particular, and 
the entire bill in general, we object to its permissive nature. We feel 
this will inevitably lead to continued governmental control of most 
of the functions of the city through allocations of funds in lieu of 
taxes at the discretion of local executives of the Commission. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Jelacie. We will now hear 
Mr. James EF. Minor. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES E. MINOR, RICHLAND CITIZENS LEAGUE 


Mr. Minor. Senator Jackson, Representative Holmes, Representa- 
tive Price, citizens of Richland, my name is James E. Minor. I am 
the sixth speaker representing the Richland Citizens League. I am 
an employee of the General Electric Co., and have been a Richland 
resident since 1952. I would like to add before | make these remarks 
that these cannot be considered as being complete, inasmuch as the 
statements we are making refer to this bill which we first saw 3 days 
ago.. However, we have come up with the following suggestions, which 
we believe are meritorious. 

We believe that the following provisions are essential to legislation 
offering a workable basis for “the disposal of Richland in order to 
avoid unwarranted hardships for individual residents or aed deg 
eration of housing units: 

(1) Under chapter 2, section 32, basis of appraisal: The current 
fair market value of the Government’s interest in the property should 
be determined by the value of residence would have were it located in 
a normal community of size comparable to Richland in this part of 
the country and in an area in which property values have not been 
distorted by the rapid construction of a huge Government enterprise. 
To insure that this valuation is carried out by disinterested persons. 
legislation should specifically direct the House and Home Finance 
Administrator to employ out-of-State personne! for the purpose. The 
assessors should be directed to note and take into account substandard 
construction and substandard conditions in individual houses. 

(2) Under chapter 3, section 34, sales prices: A fair valuation hav 
ing been established. the sales price on contract basis should be the 
appraised price less 10 percent, or sales on the basisof cash to the Gov 
ernment should be the appraised price less 20 percent. ‘These recom- 
mendations are made assuming that an indemnity clause will be 
adopted which protects the equity which the individual purchaser 
accumulates in a property. The reductions below assessed valuation 
are believed justified in view of the location of the community large 
distances from municipal center or recreational areas, tog ‘ther with 
the “monotony factor” of hundreds of individual houses identical in 
construction and set up side by side. Further, residents of the town 
will be captive buyers forced to buy or move, rather than willing par 
ticipants ina normal bargain. 
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If the indemnity clause finally adopted provides no protection for 
the equity of the purchaser, we believe that sales price should be of the 
order of 50 percent of the appraised value. 

(3) Under chapter 3, section 36, new houses: Thesbasic provisions 
encouraging the removal of project houses and the construction of 
new dwellings should definitely be retained. However, if any con- 
siderable number of persons are in a position to take advantage of this 
opportunity, the 18-month limitation will result in a se -amble for the 
services of available contractors and consequently in unduly high costs 
to the purchasers. We feel that the time for such action should be 
extended to 5 years, with the purchased paying, in addition to the 
appraised price for the lot and any sums received for the salvage 
of the old house, rental on the old house at the current rate for the 
period he has occupied the dwelling after the initial date of sale. 

(4) Under chapter 5, section 55, form and provisions of instru- 
ments: Deeds executed in connection with disposal of property should 
be required to be warranty deeds or the Commission should be re- 
quired to furnish title insurance on each individual property sold. 
Richland property was originally purchased by the Government for 
defense purposes under war emergency conditions. There is ample 
evidence available that resale of this property to purchasers other than 
the original landholders may be eee in the courts. If the Con- 
gress intends to protect purchasers against being involved in litiga- 
tion at their own expense, the Cbinibedl should make that intent clear 
by requiring warranty deeds or title insurance. 

5) Under chapter 6, section 62, Commission financing: The pres- 
ent legislation permits Commission financing of pure chases in the 
event financing on reasonable terms is not avail: able from other sources. 
In order to insure that all purchasers have equal opportunity for 
financing on the same basis, the Commission should be required to 
furnish financing unless financing is available from other sources on 
terms at least equaling those offered by the Commission. Further, we 
feel such financing should not require downpayment. Individuals 
purchasing housing normally do so after a considerable period of 
planning and saving. The arbitrary offer of housing on a fixed date 
precludes such planning, and many individuals who ‘might otherwise 
purchase their homes will be unable to do so if downpayments are 

required. The downpayment will, in fact, in part defeat the policy 
of achieving sales with a minimum of dislocation. 

In addition, contracts entered into by the Commission should be 
made transferrable to successive purchasers so that the original pur- 
chaser will not find resale made impossible by lack of “available 
financing. 

(6) Under chapter 6, section 64, community employment: Protec- 
tion of the investment of individuals forced to buy their houses at 
the time of original sale should not be tied to employment levels at 
Hanford. If an individual separated from his employment cannot 
sell his home at a fair price, his monetary loss will be just as great 
whether he be the first person separated after the sale of housing or 
the last after a 25-percent reduction in force. 

Further, in accordance with the purpose of the act to encourage 
the construction of new single-family homes, protection against severe 
loss caused by Government action should be provided for project- 
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connected persons constructing new housing. Here perhaps the in- 
demnity obligation could be based on a 20-year depreciation period 
following the date of offering Government housing for sale. The 
indemnity obligation might be made active if employment at Han- 
ford were reduced 25 percent below the level existing at the time of 
the effective date of the legislation and if the population of Richland 
had dropped at that time below 20,000. his is offered, of course, 
merely as a suggestion. 

(7) Under “chapter 6, section 65, amount of indemnity: The in- 
demnity obligation of the Commission should be for the unpaid bal- 
ance of the sales contract plus the equity the purchaser has acquired 
in the property, except that payment of equity should be reduced by 
depreciating the property on a 25-year basis from the date of sale. 
Indemnity for cash sales should be for the full sales price less de- 
preciation on the same basis. The present legislation protects the 
lending institution against loss. It does not protect the individual 
against loss of his equity through Government action and through no 
fault of his own. 

(8) Under chapter 10, section 116, administrative review : The legis- 
lation in general and section 116 in particular sets up the Commission 
as sole judge and reviewing authority on all disputable decisions. 
No protection is offered the individual or the munic ipality against 
arbitrary or unwarranted action. It is suggested that the legislation 
provide for a Board of Review, responsible directly to Congress which 
would act as the final arbiter in disputes between the municipality or 
individuals and the Commission. The board might logically include 
representation from the Commission, the municipality, the prime con- 
tractor at Hanford, and local organized labor. Again, I can’t note 
the precedent for this, but I think we can find that such a procedure 
would be in keeping with the normal American tradition of providing 
a system of checks and balances on governmental authority. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. I would like to refer back to Weston Farrand. 

Mr. Farranp. Senator Jackson, Congressman Holmes, and Mr. 
Norris; I have within the past 3 days 16 statements from various citi- 
zens that I would like to have in the record. I had hoped that they 
would be included in the record. (See appendix B, p. 205.) The 
chairman announced earlier that anyone who desired to submit a state- 
ment, and who lives here in Richland, would have the opportunity. 

Chairman Jackson. They will be included in the record at the con- 
clusion of your presentation. 

Mr. Farranp. I would like to have the record show, Mrs. Neumann 
referred to 1 by 1’s—she meant 2 by 2’s instead of 1 by 1’s. 

Mr. McCormack. I would like to speak on the subject of the board 
of arbitration. The discussion that came up this morning, between 
Mr. Norris and Mr. Monson. 

Gentlemen, the AEC has demonstrated in all requirements through 
the two drafts of the proposed legislation in 1954 and 1955 that it 
does not have the best interests of the people of Richland at heart 
in writing such legislation, but is simply trying to get off the hook, 
and particularly the Washington, D. C. office. This Richland situa- 
tion is unique, and we in Richland are accustomed to seeing the 
Government do anything it wants to do, to accomplish its ends. We 
hope the present solution also might be unique. 
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Chairman Jackson. We also appreciate your fine panel and discus- 
sion. I had one general question, and that is on your feelings. Do 
vou fee! that the committee draft, which is based primarily, I believe, 
on the suggestions and results of listening to the people of Oak Ridge, 
do you feel that that is an mmprovement on the previous draft that 
has been presented to you 4 

Mr. McCormack. Without qualifications. 

Chairman Jackson. You see, you people are all scientists, and we 
don’t claim to be political scientists, and a lot of this is trial and error, 
and fallible people working in the field of science, there are even more 
fallible people working in the field of Government, and the field of 
economic relations is even more inexact. I think the Atomic Energy 
Commission has been trying to get all points of view, and in listening 
to people with many points of view, in the end we find a situation 
where different ideas and good ideas win out over bad ideas, and once 
in a while maybe we will get something better. We are not infallible, 
as you know, and always open to ideas and discussion. I want to 
compliment you folks in presenting points of view that are not in 
accord with the views heard this morning, but out of this a lot of good 
can come, and the purpose of our being here is to listen and try to 
evaluate, and to take back to the Joint Commission of the Atomic 
Energy your joint feelings. I am trying to dothat. Iam sure I am 
spe aking for Congressman Holmes, too. While not serving on the 
committee, he, at our request, is here at this meeting. 

Congressman Houmes. I have listened with a great deal of interest 
to what these various people have to say. You have said it well. 
You have said it clearly. You have said it quite energetically. I was 
wondering if the overall interests in this matter, “with the heavy 
amount of interest that you have given to the problem, if you have in 
your own minds formulated a v aluation basis or valuation procedure 
that you think would be fair. 

Mr. Farranp. One comment that I have heard, and it has a great 
deal of merit for evaluating the property in the town, is a suggestion 
to take some company like the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., or 
some company that has a terrific financial backing, bring them in here 
and say: “We would like to give you the job of finance ing these houses. 
Now, it is your duty to ev valuate them at the same time. Your interest 
rate cannot exceed 414 percent, or some ver y reasonable interest rate.” 

If you did find, or if the Government could find a company that 
would do this, you would be working in the private investment field 
in this case, to give you a very reasonable figure, because private 
industry would have to take the considerations that have been men- 
tioned by the various members of this group into account, and the 
evaluation process would require it. 

Now, whether they would actually finance it, I am not quite sure 
how such arrangements could be made. I strongly suspect they can 
be. My experience in financial situations is not my strong field. 

Mr. McCormack. We are trying to find out what would satisfy the 
people. We have found so many conflicting opinions, that you might 
say we didn’t even try. So many people had so many different ideas 
of appraisals and financing. 

Congressman Houmes. Then I take it from your testimony that in 
your consideration to date you haven't arrived at what you think 
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might be satisfactory? Have you thought very seriously of that at 
all? Have you classified formulas as to certain types of houses or 
any thing of that sort / 

Mr. McCormack. We have never separated the houses as to the 
types in our consideration. 

Congressman Hotmes. What consideration have you given to the 
question of appraisal? In other words, if you are living in a house 
and you get a fair appraisal, with a discount, if a person is going to 
buy that home, and then a person living across the street, if they have 
a poor appraisal and it is too high, they are naturally going to oppose 
this. After all of the discussion, it does get down to a purchase mat- 
ter, assuming that you are able to live in the same community and get 
the same public benefits. 

Mr. McCormack. Without any doubt whatsoever, obviously an ap 
praisal basis somewhere in between that is fair. If there is, and | 
suppose there is, but it is a very difficult one to determine. 

Congressman Houmes. We certainly have our minds open to any 
suggestion that you have regarding a fair, just, and equitable formula 
that can be followed in trying to reach an appraisal that is fair to the 
people and the return at the same time is fair to the rest of the citi- 
zens of the United States, who own the property. If we can find such 
a formula, [ think we will make real subst: intial headway. I think 
that is the real nub of the problem, when you get right down to it, 
plus some means for trying to maintain any effective benefits that have 
very properly been established here in the way of better schools, hos- 
pitals, and so on. I don’t think we ought to sacrifice those benefits. 

Mr. McCormack. With all due respect to the efforts of the com- 
mittee, it is our opinion that we could not possibly do that before 
July 51 

Chairman Jackson. I don’t feel—I am sure you are realistic enough 
to know that Congressman Holmes and myself are—he is 1 of 455 
and Lam 1 of 96 Senators. If we did have an opportunity to hear 
from you folks, we might go ahead and legislate = Oak Ridge, with 
the benefit of the views that you have expressed, but we must realize 
in a sense that once you establish the ground rules for the ee of 
& community, the basic ground rules, you are going to find it very 
difficult to change them later. There is the further fact that the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Enegry does not control the appropriation or 
the oper: ition of this agreement, and that becomes a realistic thing. I 
am sure you agree that if appropr lations should substantially cut back 
and the Appropriation Committee decided that the difference in the 
cut between what you had before and what you are going to get would 
come out of increased revenues, I think it is something that everybody 
in town can understand, but that is a problem that we are up against. 
We face the Appropriations Committee from time to time, and you 
never know what might happen in the future, and that is why I felt 
very strongly that we should havea hearing. None of us relish rushing 
out over the weekend and staying up all night to be back on the floor 
of Congress before noon. It 1s a little rough, but we are here to have 
the benefit of your views, which I must say are expressed very 
intelligently. 

Mr. Minor. One reason, I think, I can’t offer a magic formula for 
insuring that we have a realistic reception, one reason is that the people 








170 DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 


are so sensitive to the assessed value. None of them have offered an 
indemnity clause which would protect the equity of the purchaser. 
Particularly, they believe the property is over-priced, because they 
see the possibility that under whatever conditions they are separated 
from their employment, they would lose at least a large portion of 
their equity. 

Chairman Jackson. Would you be good enough to get together ? 
You don’t have to have it in any tec hnical language—but if you could 
get together on an amendment like that, together with spelling out 
some kind of formula that we could use in deter mining the fair ap- 
praisal of the property, it would be most helpful. I am serious about 
it. That is, ] am trying to learn. It is not easy. I am sure you have 
to meet the diversified views of any community. It is always a dif- 
ficult problem, and even if the bill should pass without Richland in it, 
I think you would want to give the Oak Ridge bill the provision that 
you may want to have yourselves, because it may be very difficult to 
answer an argument wherein it is stated that we are establishing a 
double standard—1 for Oak Ridge and 1 for Richland. I would like 
to try, at least, to get an agreement based on some kind of a formula 
that might work. Sometimes Congress is more responsive to emotion 
than logic, and I wouldn’t want to get in a bad position. 

Mr. McCormick. I sympathize with your situation, Senator. 

Chairman Jackson. The importance of having this hearing is that 
it does affect future legislation for Richland, whether it is gone into 
now or not, and I think it is most important for the people to realize 
that. We want to compliment you and thank you for your very fine 
orderly discussion here, and we will expect as soon as possible that you 
can get together successful amendments or any other amendments. 
We would appreciate it very much if you would spend more time on 
this proposed draft. You will appreciate it is better than the first 
draft, and democratic processes work. If you have any amendment 
that the people of Richland propose, we w ould certainly be delighted 
to have them. We are not going to try to ram anything through. We 
do want you to understand, how ever, that the people in various con- 
gressional delegations are pushing their legislation very strongly. 

Thank you very much. 

The next witness will be Jark Bradley. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN BRADLEY 


Mr. Braptey. My name is John Bradley. I am employed by the 
General Electric Co. I have lived here in Richland since 1944. “I am 
submitting a statement for the group favoring disposal. I am speak- 
ing alone, since Mr. Paul Brand is not able to be here. 

Chairman Jackson. You stated you were speaking for a group? 

Mr. Braptry. Yes. 

Chairman Jackson. What is the name of your group? 

Mr. Braptry. We call ourselves the Prodisposal Group. 

Chairman Jackson. Is that your committee ? 

Mr. Brapiry. Yes. 

Chairman Jackson. How many in the group? 

Mr. Braptry. The Prodisposal Group was a group of citizens drawn 
from a list of approximately 800 names. These persons were those 
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who signed cards sent out by the chamber of commerce. There were 
some 1,355 such people indicated that they were interested in disposal. 

Chairman Jackson. Was that recently / 

Mr. Braptey. Within the last year. 

Chairman Jackson. Was it this year? I mean, I am trying to get 
the time. Was this a card that was sent out this year ¢ 

Mr. Braptey. This is all during 1954. 

Chairman Jackson. Prior to the previous hearing ? 

Mr. Braptey. No. In 1955, March of 1955. 

Chairman Jackson. Well, that changes it quite a bit. You say that 
those cards were sent out in March of 1955? 

Mr. Braptey. To the residents of Richland. 

Chairman Jackson. And all of the residents of Richland ? 

Mr. Bravery. I don’t know if every resident got one. 

Chairman Jackson. I understand that Karl Diettrich, the presi- 
dent of the chamber, would like to be recalled to testify regarding the 
direct mail survey by the chamber this year. 

Mr. Brapiey. We have detailed questions on the cards on the survey. 
I will read from this statement. 

The opinions and conclusions set out are those of a group of Rich- 
land citizens who are individually interested or speak for various 
groups and find in the proposition of the sale of land in Richland, 
Wash., by the Federal Government, opportunity for expansion and 
expression of basic human rights guaranteed to every citizen of the 
United States and which are limited or denied in Richland now. It 
is urged that the committees and individual members of the United 
States Congress reading these statements do so with an eye on their 
validity in relation to these rights and with due regard for the obliga- 
tions of Congress to all citizens of our country. 


OUR POSITION ON THE PRESENTLY PROPOSED BILL 


This group feels that through our elected representatives, the 
Richland Community Council, the people of Richland have taken a 
positive and objective approach to all legislation heretofore pro- 
posed. If the proposed revisions submitted by our community coun- 
cil are accepted by the committee, this group will heartily support 
such revised bill and actively commend it for passage by Congress. 


OUR REASONS FOR DISPOSAL 


1. After disposal Richland could initiate a beneficial and community 
advancing building program. 

2. After disposal zoning and planning commissions in Richland 
could formulate and carry through plans to encourage business and 
industry to locate in Richland. 

3. Disposal of land in Richland would facilitate the establishment 
and continuance of local municipal government allowing the people 
in Richland to have a true voice in the operation of their city. 

4. After disposal churches and business people could formulate 
plans for their future growth and expansion which could be more 
certain and realistic. 

5. Disposal of land in Richland would give the people connected 
with the Hanford project and who desire to own a home the oppor- 
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tunity to own it in Richland whereas under the present setup 
such persons can own only in outlying areas miles away. 

6. Disposal of land in Richland would enable the community to 
esti “st lish an economy which they could participate in expanding. 

. Disposal and homeownership would encourage individuals to 
improve and beautify their homes which would result in a more attrac- 
tive city. 

Disposal of land in Richland would establish many more direct 
taxpayers to county and State governments with the result that the 
interest In these governments would increase and the voice of the 
people here consequently increased. 

9. Disposal of land in Richland would make possible the location 
of schools of higher learning, additional businesses and industries 
that cannot locate here now. 

10. Disposal of land in Richland would terminate the requirement 
for people in Richland to leave here because of changes in family 
status and employment now required because of regulations of the 
Federal Government or company policy. 

11. Disposal of land in Richland would make it possible for senior 
citizens to continue their residence in Richland after reaching retire- 
ment age and the residents would have the continued benefit from 
their services and guidance. 

12. Disposal of land in Richland would put the control of the future 
growth and expansion in the hands of the citizens of Richland to a 
large extent and industry could be encouraged to become established 
here with the following benefits: (a) C hoice of jobs or position would 
be enlarged; () Value of investments in homes and business could be 
increased. 

The Federal Government could, by disposal, get out of the hous- 
ing business and its competition with private enterprise and it could 
then return its attention to matters of Federal Government. 

14. Disposal of land would afford the people in Richland an oppor- 
tunity to convert their rent payments into investment installments if 
they chose to buy their house and would give them opportunity thereby 
to build up a substantial estate which they cannot otherwise have. 

15. Disposal of land would benefit the ‘people of Richland in that 
it would afford them an opportunity to capitalize on the improvements 
made on the premises. 


Aw Evanvuation or ARGUMENTS AGAINST DisposaL or RIcHLAND 


A summation of reasons advanced against disposal of the com- 
munity of Richland shows a skillful blending of fact and fancy, and 
gives the impression that opponents of disposal prefer to remain a 
“special interest” group at the expense of the average American tax- 
payer who has no guaranty from anyone that he will not lose his job 
or his investment in his home. 

Chairman Jackson. | wonder if it would be agreeable if the entire 
statement could be included in the record, and maybe we could sum- 
marize the remaining points, because some of it has already been 
entered into? 

Mr. Braptey. I believe so. 

Chairman Jackson. The whole statement, however, will appear in 
the record. 

Mr. Brapiey. Very well. 
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Chairman Jackson. Would you mind doing that in the interests of 
time ¢ 

Mr. Braptey. No, I would not. 

Chairman Jackson. Because there are quite a number of witnesses 
to be heard and the committee is interested in seeing to it that every- 
body is given an opportunity to be heard. 

(The balance of the testimony was submitted as follows:) 


An attempt to draw a parallel between the disposal of the Richland community 
and ordinary Government surplus properties, to set the price for disposal, fails 
to recognize that Richland properties are not being abandoned or scrapped, as 
items no longer needed to fulfill a normal function, but are actually in use. The 
users of both commercial and residential properties have accepted business risks 
for potential profit or Hanford Works employment of their own free will. 

Each of the arguments against disposal will be briefly considered and evaluated 
in terms of what is considered to be right and proper in an American community 
where the citizens assume all of the duties and risks along with the rights and 
privileges of citizenship. 


1. APPRAISAL VALUES ARE TOO HIGH 


An appraisal of real property is carried out by standard techniques. Factors 
entering into an appraisal include location and condition of property: improve- 
ments such as water, sewers, and pavements ; materials and methods of construc- 
tion; size, use, and age of structures and a comparison with similar properties 
in nearby localities. 

The actual appraised value of Richland properties, upon which a firm offer 
to sell is expected to be based, is not known. Three aprpaisals have been com- 
pleted, and publicized, including an early AEC appraisal which gave a lower 
value than two later independent real-estate appraisals. The real-estate apprais- 
als and tentative appraisal values by the Benton County assessors office are in 
good agreement. The appraisal values, as published, are realistic numbers ar- 
rived at by sound, generally accepted techniques, and as such are not believed to 
be subject to question. It is unrealistic to ask an appraiser to consider purely 
speculative items, such as whether or not a businessman has exhibited sound 
judgment in the choice of his location, or whether a homeowner is likely to be 
unemployed at some future date, in arriving at his considered opinion concerning 
existing property values. Appraisals must be based on existing conditions of the 
local economy and a physical evaluation of real property. Whether or not an 
individual considers any given percentage of an appraised value to be a price 
that he is willing or able to pay for a piece of property is completely a matter of 
individual opinion and not the concern of an appraiser. 


2. SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS WILL PROFIT 


Interjection of the term “special interest” into any discussion will generally 
result in arousing a negative emotional response toward any proposal, if an 
individual is convinced that someone, other than himself is a member of a so- 
called special-interest group. The only specific targets for the special-interest 
label have, to date, been bankers, lawyers, and real-estate agents. It is difficult 
to see how bankers, lawyers, and real-estate agents, respectively, can be con- 
strued as anything special. The groups named perform services, in their re- 
spective fields, for a fee, and are normally accepted as part of the American 
economy. 

A special-interest group is established in the proposed legislation. This group 
consists of the present occupants of the Richland homes and businesses and their 
special interest is provided under the priority system which excludes all other 
American residents and citizens from the right to buy the property until these 
persons have exercised their exclusive priority privileges. The Richland resi- 
dents and project-connected people are being offered a legalized monopoly on 
the right to buy their homes at less than the appraised value, even though others 
might wish to buy property in Richland. 

(Special-interest groups—argument here is one pointing to supposed motives 
and is not an argument for or against disposal.) 
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3. THE AEC WILL EXERT UNDUE INFLUENCE 


Expressed concern over AEC or other influence fails to recognize the funda- 
mental difference between the present 100 percent ownership, with 100 percent 
control, and the ultimate relegation of the AEC to the position of any large com- 
pany working in a normal area. Typical illustrations, of large companies in 
essentially one-industry cities and the impact of the influence of such companies 
on the economy of the cities in which they are located, are cities at or near large 
industrial sites such as automotive, steels, and other heavy industries. 

(Concern over AEC undue influence should prompt us to seek methods to 
reduce their influence rather than maintaining the present status.) 


4. THIS IS A ONE-INDUSTRY TOWN WITH NO JOB SECURITY 


Lack of a job, in case of curtailment or cessation of production, is normal in 
any industry and is a calculated risk normally accepted along with any employ- 
ment. This is not a valid argument either for or against disposal. It may rea- 
sonably be expected, on the basis of past and present national and international 
situations, that both military and civilian use of atomic products will increase 
or at least remain at a comparable level. 

It is just as reasonable to guess what job security will be improved, and prop- 
erty values thereby enhanced through the simple principle of the operation of 
the law of supply and demand, as to guess the other way. 

(Argument of no job security presents most pessimistic view but we recognize 
there is some risk and this can be taken care of in changes of legislation that 
will adequately offset the objection.) 


5. THE TAX BASE IS TOO LOW 


Even though the present tax base is low, with respect to commercial establish- 
ments, a sincere and dedicated effort applied toward reduction of expenses, 
where these are out of line, would permit a balanced budget with a minimum of 
dislocation of services. With sound, businesslike community management, by 
elected officials responsible to the voters, there is good reason to expect that new, 
taxable businesses can be encouraged to establish operations in Richland. In the 
absence of the AEC restrictions there is no reason to believe that the tax-base will 
not increase. 

There will be no bonded indebtedness, with payments to be met from taxes 


collected, and Richland should be more readily able to attain budget balancing 
than other communities. 


6. BUILDING CODES ARE TOO RESTRICTIVE 


The so-called restrictive building code is not actually in existence. Any build- 
ing code which is adopted is a matter for consideration of the voters and their 
elected representatives. Since building codes are not retroactive, when a build- 
ing code is adopted it will affect construction subsequent to adoption only. Prior 
construction, not conforming to the code will not be affected. 

It should be emphasized that any restrictive provisions of a building code 
will be included purely at the option of the majority of those voting for its 
adoption, 


7. ASSESSMENTS WILL BE TOO LATE 


Unusually large assessments are not expected since all utilities (water and 
sewers) are already installed within the occupied portions of the proposed cor- 
porate limits. Hard-surfaced walks and roads are generally provided. Routine 
maintenance and replacement costs of installed facilities may normally be ex- 
pected to be borne by the city, as a whole, and not by the individuals directly 
serviced by the repaired or replaced facility. Assessments for extension of ex- 
isting water and sewer mains, and paved pedestrian and vehicle access ways 
to new areas are normally borne by the occupants of the new areas. Assessments 
for providing new facilities, such as walks and roads, in areas already occupied 
are not made on an arbitrary basis but must first be approved by more than half 
of the individuals affected. 

(Proposed legislation will take care of much of the needed improvements in 
utilities and facilities—also AEC now doing much of this. ) 
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8. RICHLAND IS NOT AND CANNOT BE A NORMAL COMMUNITY 


So-called normalcy is a matter of opinion as to what factors are involved. 
It is quite easy to label any community with a not normal tag because it has, 
for instance, only one industry. The fact that a community has one industry 
does not necessarily make it different or unusual. The fact that a community 
has grown up around a new industry does not, of itself, constitute abnormality. 
It must be recognized, in a dynamic, expending economy that changes, rather 
than maintenance of status quo, are normal and that these changes result in 
different ways of life as well as relocation of elements of the population. More 
suitable criteria of normalcy for the community include evaluation on the basis 
of function in today’s economy provisions of opportunity to residents, the degree 
of self-determination in government and ownership, and the ability of the com- 
munity to sustain itself. 

Richland is not different from a “normal” community by virtue of the fact 
that only one major industry is currently located here. Recognition should be 
given to the fact that the atomic products industries are actually a part of the 
American economy, and as real a part as, say, the locomotive industry. The 
real or imaginary fears expressed on the loss of a market for plutonium have 
their counterpart among employees of other industries which may 
markets due to lack of demand for their product (e. g., coal). 

The real abnormality in Richland is the lack of self determination and pri- 
vate ownership and control of both residential and commercial property. 

(The real abnormality of Richland is the lack of “community” 
tion. ) 


also lose 


self determina- 
9. SECURITY WILL BE A SPECIAL PROBLEM 
Difficulties due to security regulations, in a privately owned community 


purely imaginary. After sale, there is no difference from any othe 
community, for example, Kennewick. 


, are 
or American 


10. NO TITLE GUARANTY 


The title to land obtained by purchase, or otherwise, from the Federal Gov- 
ernment is just as good as the Government. The Richland community and the 
Hanford Works area are owned, beyond question, by the Government and were 
legally acquired through exercise of the right of eminent domain. Although 
questions have been raised, in the courts, the legal ownership of the land, by 
the Government has not been a question and transfer of title to the land should 
be no more doubtful than comparable transfers under the Homestead Act. 

(Local title insurance companies have given repeated assurance that they 
will insure title given by United States after sale without limitation.) 

11, BUY-BACK PROVISIONS ARE UNFAIR 

The existence of any buy-back provision whatsoever is a concession to the 
buyer. Nowhere else, except for other AEC sites, would a buyer expect repur- 
chase, under any circumstances, as a part of the sales contract. It is recog- 
nized that, if any buy-back provision is to be included at all, some more equitable 
method might be devised to give equal protection to owners of large and small 
equities at the time of buy-back. 

This is a matter for correction in the legislation for disposal rather than 
an argument against disposal. 

Chairman Jackson. Are there any cities in the State that are debt 
free now ? 

Mr. Brapiry. I don’t believe so. 

Chairman Jackson. I noticed in your statement that you put in 
there that there will be no bonded indebtedness. 

Mr. Braptey. I don’t know of any other community that can go to 
the citizens free of bonded indebtedness. 

Congressman Hoimes. Of course, at the same time, there is prob 
ably only one other community that has an applicable situation with 
Richland. That is Bremerton, where they have the big Navy yard. 

Chairman Jackson. Mr. Bradley, we appreciate your very fine 
statement. We don’t want you to think that we are trying to rush 
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you, but it is most helpful to have the fine summary, and the full 
statement will be included in the record. 

Congressman Holmes? 

Congressman Hormes. Thank you very much, Mr. Bradley. I 
appreciate your time and effort you have put in in your valuation 
procedures, and I am sure they will be beneficial to any thought that 
the company on the disposal has. 

Chairman Jackson. The next witness will be James Morris, repre- 
senting the Antidisposal Committee. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES MORRIS, REPRESENTING MAYOR-AP- 
POINTED ANTIDISPOSAL COMMITTEE 


Mr. Morris. We have prepared a statement of the issues before you 
and it will be read by members of our committee. 

The Congress of the United States hereby makes the following findings con- 
cerning the communities owned by the Atomie Energy Commission : 

(a) The continued morale in the communities is essential to the common 
defense and security of the United States. 

2% * * * * * * 

PuRPOsE.—It is the purpose of this act to effectuate the policies set forth above 
by providing for- 

(a) The maintenance of conditions which will not impede the recruitment 
and retention of personnel essential to the atomic energy program. 

These provisions keynote, apparently, the guide by which a Rich- 
land disposal sale is expected to be accomplished. A disposal pro- 
gram which is discriminatory and not acceptable to the residents of 
Richland cannot be effected without disrupting the community, 
destroying the morale, and impeding the recruitment and retention 
of essential personnel, thus defeating the avowed purpose of disposal. 

It is the intention of this committee to list the major objections to 
the presently proposed legislation and to offer a suggestion for a 
democratic procedure for determining the attitude of the residents on 
a revision of this bill or any future legislation. 

A brief review of the disposal issue here in Richland might help 
to clarify the situation and provide an explanation for the present 
activity. In an effort to determine the true attitude of the residents, 
on the disposal issue, it was requested of the city council, by members 
of this group, that the issue be included on the ballot for the election 
on March 8, 1955. Reluctantly, the council agreed to this, stipulat- 
ing that a light vote or a close vote would not be significant or bind- 
ing on the council. In the largest turnout in the history of the city, 
and against every possible discour: igement, the voters overwhelmingly 
rejected the issue. On the question, ‘ ‘Do you favor a Richland dis- 
posal program,” the residents, by a 3-to-1 margin voted “No.” It 
soon became apparent that in spite of preelection commitments and 

campaign promises, the city council would neither initiate nor en- 
dorse any program which would delay or forestall any action on a 
disposal program. In the tide of growing public resentment, the 
council appointed a pro and a con committee to analyze and tabulate 
their reasons for supporting or opposing the bill then being con- 
saad, It was by now obvious that any objections to a Richland 
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disposal bill must originate with the residents. With no apparent 
possibility of representation or cooperation from any other local or- 
ganization, and encouraged by the council and mayor, this mayor- 
appointed committee assumed the initiative in forming a citizens 
group for the sole purpose of presenting to this subc ommittee of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Ener gy, the objections and reactions of 
the majority of the residents to disposal legislation. 

Through numerous contacts, letters, and public meetings, this com- 
mittee has endeavored to compile a list of the more frequently stated 
major objections and unacceptable conditions of the disposal sale. 

The continued influence of the AEC, the restrictions imposed by 
security, the unpredictable future for our plant and our product, our 
isolation, our dependence upon Government appropriation and politi- 

cal appeasement are all contributing factors which will, to a consider- 
able extent, determine the future growth or disruption of our city. 

Any remarks directed at the AEC are not to be construed as criti- 
cism, or reflection on any individual. Rather, they reflect the in- 
herent problems resulting from our relationship with the AEC. 

The desirability and feasibility of home ownership in Richland 
must necessarily be dependent upon the same nonpredictable factors. 
All proposed bills to date have failed to recognize or consider the lia- 
bility which the AEC must assume toward the community. In this 
present bill, as in all previous bills, the home buyer is asked to assume 
all of the risks and problems which the AEC, for military expediency, 
created. 

Building and populating this project enabled the Government to ac- 
complish its planned objectives. The desire to separate the AEC from 
the operation of the community in no way releases the AEC from its 
moral obligations to the community. Although expressing a desire 
to divest itself of community management, the AE C reserves to itself 
numerous prerogatives and alternatives. 

Obviously, before any legislation can satisfy the criteria of ac- 
ceptability,-the objectionable provisions must be corrected, and justi- 
fication or inducement offered to the residents. Regardless of the 
solutions proposed, in the final analysis, the yardstic k to be used is 
the reaction of the residents. Richland will not be stampeded or 
panicked into a discriminatory sale. The moral obligations, which 
the AEC assumed along with the responsibility for operation of the 
project, when the Government built this city and created its unique 
problems, cannot be shirked or evaded. 

Mr. Morris. I would like to introduce at this time Mr. Jensen, who 
will continue reading the statement. 

Chairman Jackson. Just for the record, so those who read it can 
understand, the antidisposal committee is a local committee—is it— 
made up of local citizens, I take it? 

Mr. Morris. That is right. 

Chairman Jackson. About how many ? 

Mr. Morris. There are five appointed by the city council to serve 
in this capacity. 

Chairman Jackson. And you are part of the committee ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Chairman Jackson. All right, Mr. Jensen. 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES JENSEN, ANTIDISPOSAL COMMITTEE 


Mr. Jensen. Disregard of our expressed wishes (see result of vote 
on disposal) in the matter of disposal is manifestly unfair. Where is 
justice when the residents of a community of 30,000 people are given 
the alternatives of— 

1. Buying houses they do not want to own, even if they were in the 
market for a house, with future assurance of retained value very un- 
certain, as compared with a normal community. 

2. Removing to a nearby city, where unlimited or no housing exist, 
and increasing the onerous 60 to 75 miles most of us now travel to and 
from work, by another 20 to 35 miles. 

3. Removing to a more distant industrial area where our technical 
qualifications or industrial skills could be employed, at a cost to each 
family up to several thousands of dollars, and loss of earned goodwill, 
and appreciation of our employer. This last is important, and the 
fruit of years of faithful service. 

All of the above is too much like the choice offered by a holdup who, 
with a gun at your head, gives you a choice—your money or your life. 
All who for any reason might want to sell their formerly Govern- 
ment-owned house should have reasonable assurance that such resale 
would be possible with no greater loss than would be experienced in a 
normal community. It is all very well for the AEC and Congress to 
be serenely optimistic about the industrial future of Richland, since 
they are not proposing to personally take the risks. We who would 
take the risks cannot indulge in such “blue sky” wishful thinking, 
when obviously no one can be reasnably certain that all or part of our 
product will be required 5 or 10 years from now, in line with require- 
ments for normal products. In Pact, it’s the hope of all of us that the 
need for our product as a military threat will pass in the not too di- 
tant future. To say that there is no reasonable possibility of rather 
drastic curtailment here within a few years is dishonest. 

Past experience gives us no reason to suppose that when‘considering 
municipal improvements for the community, the AEC will be moti- 
vated by interest in the welfare of the community, rather than a desire 
to please absentee superiors who know little, and apparently care less, 
about our problems. We do not relish the prospect of seeing our com- 
munity representatives go hat in hand to such an agency, requesting 
permission to make necessary or desirable improvements in the com- 
munity, when such requests presented by our early community coun- 
cil received such arbitrary refusal and/or indifference. 

As soon as it became obvious that Richland was not so temporary 
as at first believed, the following, among other steps, should have been 
taken, if the AEC was sincerely interested in the community other 
than asa temporary war plant: 

1. Correction of drainage in older houses, which caused constant 
“belching” of sewer gas into the houses, should have been continued to 
completion, rather than be terminated as it was. 

2. Inferior wiring in older houses should have been corrected, to 
eliminate hazards indicated by failure of so very many fuses. 

3. Hazardous and awkward half width streets should have been 
widened. 

4. Crumbling blacktop sidewalks would have been replaced with 
concrete. 
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5. Adequate protective exterior painting would have been done. 
With no surface preparation, thin paint applied on a 4-year sched- 
ules falls off where it is needed most, almost before the workmen are 
out of sight after completing the painting. 

6. Antiquated, hand fired coal, gravity hot air heating units, which 
with their huge rusty ducts fill the tiny basements of older houses, 
would have been replaced with more modern heating systems, since 
they are worn out after 12 or 13 years of use. 

7. The huge unsightly area in the heart of the town which contains 
municipal service buildings, etc., would have been improved by 
reducing the ugly perimeter fence to a minimum required for security 
near the offices. Large service buildings would have been screened with 
trees, and simple landscaping would have been done near the adja- 
cent streets. A real solution might include transfer of all of this to 
a place north of the city, with the space now occupied to be used for a 
community house and other community purposes. 

8. Past opportunities for inducing light industries to locate here 
would have been developed when such opportunities were far more 
favorable than at present. 

When anticipating home ownership here under the terms of the 
present bill, the past record and future prospects are not reassuring. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. Would you introduce 
your next witness ? 

Mr. Morris. Mr. James Gilchrist. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES GILCHRIST, ANTIDISPOSAL COMMITTEE 


Mr. Gricnrist. The following are some of the more common and 
more frequently voiced objections : 

1. The homes in Richland fall into three categories; permanent, 
semipermanent, and temporary. Of the three, only the permanent 
houses are suitable for individual home investment. The temporary 
and semipermanent houses, because of high maintenance costs, short 
life expectancy, and added cost to anyone wishing to make of them 
permanent structures, will add up to a hability, regardless of the initial 
cost. 

2. The proposed bill takes unfair advantage of the people in that 
it takes a situation created by the Government and attempts to dump 
it on the residents without adequate time for economic adjusments. 
This situation will result in a captive market of home buyers, and 
possible panic buying. 

3. This bill gives no consideration to the great number of people 
who do not wish to buy, for justifiable reasons. 

4. This bill is completely permissive. The operation of the com- 
munity would be dependent upon the discretion of the AEC. This 
in itself would defeat self-government, and give the AEC a larger 
voice in city operation than the people. 

5. The attraction for industry is very doubtful, due to certain high 
taxes, competition with the AEC over existing facilities, and AEC 
regulation. 

6. Disposal with partial indemnity could increase the authority of 
a supervisor to an intolerable degree, since a prejudiced supervisor 
could pose a threat to an employee through early layoff loss of his 
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indemnity provision. The indemnity provision is discriminatory and 
prejudicial. 

The “in lieu of taxes” provision could prove fatal to the com- 
munity unless a set minimum amount for a set number of years is 
determined. 

Mr. Morris. Following are the recommendations of this antidis- 
posal group: 


RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ANTIDISPOSAL GROUP 


In the foregoing three phases of our presentation, we have outlined 
the philosophic al and practical aspects of the disposal draft before us. 
We have endeavored to view the proposal objectively, both from the 
viewpoint of an American taxpayer and from the viewpoint of a Rich- 
land resident. We believe that any disposal must be fair and equitable 
both to the Government and to the residents. Disregard of responsi- 
bilities by either party must not be permitted. Recognizing that there 
are individual problems with considerable merit we have, neverthe- 
less, approached the issue with criteria of the welfare of the majority. 
It is with this standard in mind that we offer the following recom- 
mendations and observations: 

It shall be our basic recommendation that any proposed legislation 
be submitted to the residents for their study, followed with a vote by 
secret ballot to determine the acceptability of the proposed legislation. 

We recommend the elimination of any employment figure as a basis 
for indemnity payment. This provision is very discriminatory and 
we feel that indemnity obligation should be extended to every home 
buyer or be eliminated entirely. It might be noted that without this 
protection provided, substantial inducement would have to be offered 
to the prospective purchaser to compensate for the risks involved. 

Insuflicient time to arrange for financing, exercising of priorities, 
and relocating where necessary will create disorder in the community 
and will tend to foster panic buying. We believe that the present 
transitional period is inadequate and should be extended. 

We recommend that during the 5-year transition period for transfer 
of municipal facilities a payment in lieu of taxes be established which 
will provide the present level of municipal services. Thereafter, this 
payment shall be made annually with no need for arbitration except 
in the case of a considerable increase or decrease in plant activity and 
employment. We believe that this system would be less likely to in- 
voke criticism from a public unfamiliar with the local situation and 
would be more in keeping with sound business administration. We 
do not feel that the Government should be made to pay for misman- 
agement of municipal functions, nor should the community be forced 
to rely upon authorization of grants from a Government agency. 

Mr. Morris. We wish to thank the committee for giving us this op- 
portunity to present our views. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Morris. We appreciate very 
much the time you have taken to prepare these statements and make 
this presentation. 

Congressman Hormes. I also want to thank you for these state- 
ments. I am hopeful that you as a group can arrive at some serious 
formula that may be useful with relation to your concept of this dis- 
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position of this property that would be fair and equitable to the 
people. 

Chairman Jackson. Do you think that the majority of the people 
here in Richland would not agree to any kind of disposal ¢ 

Mr. Morris. Well, I would : say yes, that is my opinion. However, 
if it is going to have to come, if the disposal is actually accepted, the 
next best way to do is to please everybody. 

Chairman Jackson. That is why we are here now. We are trying 
to find out how to do that. 

Mr. Morrts. In new homes, a person who is interested in a substan- 
tial home now, a home of desirability that had a reduced appraisal, 
wouldn’t buy it for anything. Now, the appraisal for a substandard 
home, any appraisal would not be any good at all. If a person subse- 


‘quently buys a lot and builds a home, yet he has no guaranty in its 


disposal. 

Chairman Jackson. Would you say that we are trying to encourage 
home construction here, and if we do that, then an individual making 
an investment in the project, when they do make that investment they 
ought to have the same protection as one that purchases property from 
the Commission ?—Bu you ought to have a cutoff period at some time ? 

Mr. Morrts. Well, actually, I was going to stay away from giveaway 
promises, because we don’t want that. There are so many complex 
things in the disposal that it would be hard to sit down and say, “This 
is what it is intended for” and “this is not what it is intended for.” 

Chairman Jackson. Would you do this: Would it be helpful to the 
committee? Would you agree that it is quite an improvement over 
previous drafts? Would you be good enough to study and carefully 
send to the committee the benefit of your views and suggestions and 
amendments and so on? We are trying to learn. We are trying to 
get new ideas, and anything vou can contribute, I can assure you we 
are anxious to have. We are anxious to get ideas that will be helpful. 
We can’t guarantee—I can’t undertake to speak for 95-other Senators. 
If you believe that the Government is making a great mistake, I don’t 
think Mr. Holmes can speak for the other 435 in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. I don’t believe that anything will result on the disposal 
bill before this session adjourns, because we plan to adjourn late this 
month, but I am sure you can make recommendations this month as 
well as any other time. If you do that, we will be that much further 
ahead. 

Congressman Hotes. I don’t believe that it is contemplated to 
force a bunch of junk on you people. No sensible person is going to be 
forced to go out here and buy something a dilapidated broken-down 
dwelling, and under section 52 of the act, here on page 12, structures 
which in the opinion of the Commission should be removed from the 
community because of their unsatisfactory type of construction, condi- 
tion, or location, are thrown out as even being possible for disposal. 1 
don’t want to present to anyone here or say to anyone here, “Joe, you 
are going to have to go out and buy that there house,” and so on and so 
forth. I don’t want to get that idea afield and I don’t think it is just 
that we should, but you came back to an important point in your talk 
there, and that is, that we likewise want to h: ave in this legislation as 
good a proposition as we can, so when you ask Joe to go out here and 
buy a lot and build a house that is acceptable to him, and then you 
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come around the barn again and run into the testimony that you people 
have a genuine apprehension as to the future of the city. Now, is that 
rumor; is that based on past experiences of other Government towns? 
Can any of you throw light on that for me in relation to your appre- 
hension and concern ? 

Mr. McCormick. I think a combination of several. Certainly, 
rumor has very considerable support. Experience again has consid- 
erable support. In 1949, the result on real estate was apparent. Many 
renters took the attitude that they can see nothing in the future that 
would guarantee them such a situation would not arise here, and I 
might state for the record, whether Congress has a disposal deal or 
not, even a plan to follow, that is not acceptable to the residents, then 
the residents will not agree to buy, so I do believe that there should be 
very strong effort made by all parties concerned to find out just what 
would be acceptable, because certainly a disposal deal that is not 
acceptable will disrupt to a very critical degree the use of this 
community. 

Chairman Jackson. Well, thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Minor. I have one comment to make regarding suggestions 
to arrive at a fair appraisal. It was suggested that an investment 
firm might be contacted. In case it should be done, it just occurs to 
me off the cuff that they should be faced with the possibility that 
they might have to make good on such an appraisal, that is, actu- 
ally invest their money without any guaranty of return but solely 
on their opinion of the future value of the property. The reason 
I mentioned this is that at one of their meetings, which were called 
to give the people of the community an opportunity to express their 
feelings regarding disposal, a banker there said that his bank would 
be only too happy to lend all the money they had to finance the pur- 
chase of homes in Richland. I asked how much of that were they 
willing to lend at their own risk, with absolutely no guaranty on 
their judgment of the value of the property, and he admitted that 
they wouldn’t lend a dime, so that is the condition I would like to 
see applied to any investment firm which was to come in here and 
appraise the property and the amount of money they would be will- 
ing to lend on it. It would be conditioned upon no guaranty that 
they were loaning money that would be returned to them, other than 
their own opinion of the value of the property. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Stan Spohr, president of the junior chamber of commerce. 


STATEMENT OF STAN SPOHR, PRESIDENT, JUNIOR CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Sponr. My name is Stan Spohr, and I am president of the 
Richland Junior Chamber of Commerce, and am speaking on behalf 
of the Richland Junior Chamber of Commerce. 

First of all, I assume that you know that the Richland Junior 
Chamber of Commerce, of the chamber of commerce, is composed of 
men 21 to 35, who have the means of leadership and training in civil 
projects. sale 

Chairman Jackson. I am a former member of the junior chamber 
of commerce. 
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fr. Srour. We, the Richland Junior Chamber of Commerce, ad- 
vocate the sale of Richland, Wash.; and the establishment of self- 
government of the community by the residents thereof. 

We, being an organization of young men who will participate in 
the future administration of Rie shland, believe as parts of our Jaycee 
creed states, “That economic justice can best be won by freemen 
through free enterprise” and “That government should be of laws 
rather than of men.” Our stand on the disposal issue, therefore, is 
consistent with the creed of our organization as well as with the 
fundamental concepts of democratic government. 

After careful consideration, we have found in the Atomic Energy 
Community Act of June 30, 1955, a bill which we believe is just and 
equitable to the majority of people affected. We strongly recom- 
mend that the bill be passed during the present session of Congress 
in order that the details of disposal procedure can be initiated with- 
out further delay. We recognize that the bill as it now stands is not 
perfect in detail, but we find it sound in structure and workable in 
practice. 

We advise that as many of the proposals of the Richland City 
Council which pertain to civic representation in the disposal proce ed- 
ings be incorporated into the bill prior to passage. We believe that 
suc ch representation by the residents of Richland is necessary to bal- 
ance the power authorized the Commission by the present bill. We 
do not contend that the bill’s passage be conditional to these proposals 
since such actions may be approved by future amendments to the bill. 

We believe that further delay in the passage of a disposal bill for 
Richland will result in further issues which will adversely affect the 
morale of the residents of Richland. In order that economic stability 
may be accomplished by freemen through free enterprise and self- 
government, the Richland Junior Chamber of Commerce requests im- 
mediate action on the bill known as hte Atomic E nergy Community 
Act of June 1955. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Spohr. We appre- 
ciate a statement and your representing the junior chamber of com- 
merce. 

The next witness is Mr. Homer A. Moulthrop. I take it, he isn’t 
here. We will hear from Mrs. John B. Thompson. Mrs. Thompson, 
are you appearing for yourself ? 

Mrs. Tuomrson. For myself. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JOHN B. THOMPSON 


Mrs. THomrson. Senator Jackson, Mr. Norris, and Mr. Holmes, my 
name is Mrs. John B. Thompson. My address is 1323 Cedar Avenue, 
Richland, re ash. I am a housewife and mother, and have lived in 
Richland 9 years. 

My een shat and I believe in the future of Richland, and are strongly 
in favor of a disposal program as the avenue of opportunity for ful- 
fillment of Richland’s promise of growth and maturity as a commu- 
nity. It would be superfluous for me to detail the bene ‘fits of such a 
step under such headings as “Democracy,” “Free Enterprise,” and so 
forth. The preserv ation of the principles underlying the American 
way of life is understood to be important to all of us, ‘including those 
resident of Richland who voted against self-government for our city. 
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I believe the vote against disposal and self-government in Richland 
was partly the result of thinking based on speculation and rumor. 
(There has been a lot of time for speculation and rumor to develop 
since the first news of Government sale of Richland was announced. ) 
A typical example of the kind of thinking I am talking about was 
demonstrated by a lady who turned to my husband during one of the 
town meetings last week with the comment, “I heard that the Govern- 
ment cannot give clear title to any property. Is that true?” Well, 
enough said. Another thought which has occurred to me in regard 
to the result of the vote is this: A broad comparison, perhaps, but, 
at the time of the pean: of our country, there were those who 
fought bitterly to retain British rule in America. 

I am in favor of disposal under any reasonable plan, and the draft 
of the committee’s proposals presents an essentially reasonable plan. 
However, I feel the proposed bill provides very little incentive for 
cash purchase of the homes. <A greater incentive for cash purchase, 
I, too, mean cash to the Government, of the property would hasten 
the disposal program, thereby benefiting the Government as well as 
the purchasers. In fact, I believe the Government’s benefits would 
be in proportion to the incentive offered. Cash purchases would expe- 
dite termination of Government ownership and eliminate a portion of 
the cost of a prolonged disposal program. I would also like to add my 
support to the Richland City Council’s recommendation for an inde- 
pendent board to arbitrate differences of opinions between the Federal 
Government and local self-government entities. Provision for such 
a board should be worth the committee’s consideration for morale pur- 
poses alone. 

However, these improvements I suggest do not constitute conditions 
of my acceptance of disposal. I repeat, I am in favor of disposal of 
Richland under any reasonable plan. It is my sincere hope that upon 
your return to Washington, you gentlemen will be able to get legisla- 
tion passed this year for the disposal of Richland. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you. I understand Mr. Moulthrop has 
returned. We will be pleased to hear from him. State your name, 
for the record. Are you a representative of anyone beside yourself? 


STATEMENT OF HOMER A. MOULTHROP 


Mr. Moutruror. My name is Homer A. Moulthrop. Mr. Chair- 
man, this text will be read from the petition. 

Chairman Jackson. Yes; I think it might be helpful if we included 
the statement in the record. If you want to summarize it, we might 
save some time. You don’t have to read it, and we will include the 
total statement in the record. 

Mr. Moutrnror. This testimony is submitted in support of includ- 
in in the bill for disposal of the communities of Richland, Wash., 
and Oak Ridge, Tenn., the following guarantees : 

(1) Recognition of the need for a long-range Federal assistance 
program cover ing a minimum of 15 to 20 years. 

(2) Establishment of an independent arbitration board to recon- 
cile any differences between Federal and local entities concerning 
maintenance of community service standards. 

The testimony presents the conviction that local assistance pay- 
ments should properly be regarded as an adjustment payment by the 
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Federal Government for the responsibility absorbed by a community 
engaged in a single nationalized industry. 

The earlier version of the Richland and Oak Ridge disposal bill 
specified a cessation of Federal contributions after a fixed period of 
five years with the community absorbing the annual 20 percent redue- 
tion during each year of this transition period. The present bill, 
although eliminating finite specifications of amount and period by 
basing assistance on maintenance of standards as stated in section 
91, is an improvement over the previous version but fails to insure 
the community against normal political pressures which could result 
in too rapid an assumption of all municipal service costs with the impo- 
sition of an excessive tax burden on the residents of Richland. 

The concept of a Federal subsidy has been demonstrated to be politi- 
cally acceptable in assistance to agriculture and railroads but the 
tangible significance and vote-influencing factor in these cases of 
Federal support are lacking when applied to standards of living in 
two towns out of the many which dot the continental United States. 
The reasons for Federal assistance to the communities of Richland 
and Oak Ridge as an integral and necessary part of any disposal leg- 
islation are fully understood and appreciated by the present Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy but in view of the changing nature of 
the committee and of Congress itself, the present bill should be altered 
to include recognition of the long-range need for financial adjustment 
of Federal responsibilities in local-assistance payments. 

As an aid in administering assistance during the next 15 to 20 
years, particularly in cases of disagreement between local and Federal 
representatives, the bill should also be revised to provide for an inde- 
pendent arbitration board. This board would have responsibilities 
comparable to those of the National Labor Review Board, and being 
relatively stable and representative of both local and Federal interests 
would permit the Richland and Oak Ridge communities to engage in 
constructive long-range planning without the uncertainty and hesi- 
tancy which stem from political fluctuation. 

Basically, Mr. Chairman, this summary of mine deals with the 
problems given by the fact that in principle we have in Richland a 
nationalized industry. We might say that these are the points which 
support the argument. 

Consideration should be given to the following items relating 

to the unique situation of Richland as a federally owned community: 

The tax structure within the United States is geared to free 
enterprise and its taxable assets. 

(2) The Hanford Operations and the Community of Richland for 
beatae the personnel of the plant were established with Army funds 
and with the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 were included in the second 
major industry ever nationalized in the American ec onomy. 

(3) The first nationalized industry in America was the post. office. 
The fact that the post office service is proportionately distributed 
among the total population has prevented the need for special com- 
munity legislation. 

(4) In a free enterprise industry taxes imposed by the local tax col- 
lection unit are distributed as a fraction of the product cost among the 
customers of the industry wherever they may be located. 
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(5) Ina nationalized industry which is incompatible with existing 
tax structure in America, this normal basis of supporting local govern- 
ment entities is nonexistent. 

(6) A similar situation would be created in any other single indus- 
try town if their industry whether it be steel, lumber, or rubber were 
to be nationalized. 

(7) The basic hope of Richland in adjusting to a normal com- 
munity basis is to diversify its industry. 

(8) The need for adjustment payments which from a nationalized 
industry outlook might well be considered “payments in lieu of normal 
taxes” over a minimum of 15 to 20 years is very reasonable when one 
considers the number of years required for the average town to grow 
from 250 to 25,000, as in the case of Richland. 

(9) Increase of population in a community by a hundredfold nor- 
mally takes decades to achieve and during this time the standard of 
community service is gradually raised. Conversely, an appreciable 
period will be required for the Richland community to develop the 
roots of a tax system adequate for supporting the present level of 
municipal service. 

(10) The guaranty of a minimum period of 15 years for transition 
to a normal community will provide the people of Richland assurance 
against being cast into the role of “beggar” or “poor relative” among 
American communities. It is likely even with good progress that 5 
years will elapse before the new Richland as municipal entity can 
achieve effective organization. Following that another 5 years may 
easily pass before appreciable headway can be made toward diversifi- 
‘ation of the Richland industrial economy. Eveny 5 years may be 
entirely too optimistic when one considers that Richland has no com- 
mercial railroad or waterway facilities. 

(11) To the extent that this nationalization of a localized industry 
is unique in American history the community of Richland is the invol- 
untary subject of a huge national experiment. The splitting of the 
community from Federal support may well prove a task equal in chal- 
lenge to the splitting of the atom for which purpose it has served its 
country. The establishment of an independent arbitration board for 
settling differences between local and Federal entities as they arise 
during the slow process of denationalizing the community will aid 
greatly in progress of the effort. 

(12) The straightforward way of separating Richland and Oak 
Ridge would be by revision of the Atomic Energy Act. Such a revi- 
sion would acknowledge the injustice of denying a community with 
a single industry the normal support derived from taxes on the indus- 
try. It would establish a formula by which reasonable payments in 
lieu of taxes would compensate the community for its lack of normal 
tax revenue from the nationalized industry. 

Any such formula would require departure from present tax con- 
cepts of dollar valuation of property and might possibly include other 
factors tied to the number of Federal and Federal contractor em- 
ployees of the industry, their geographical distribution and ratio to 
other local residents, and the existing tax rates within the same area 
or State. Although the time required for study in connection with 
such tax legislation prohibits inclusion in the disposal bill if acted 
upon at the current session, the property of it underscores the justifi- 
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cation for continuing adjustment payments. Until the community can 
operate at established standards without excessive taxation. 

The bill as passed into law for disposal of the comunity of Rich- 
land should include in it a basis on which the proud and forward- 
looking people of Richland can continue to work shoulder to shoulder 
with their Nation in this new experimental endeavor—the denational- 
izing of an economy. 

The point which I would like to leave with you today is that in this 

principle of living in a nationalized economy and nationalized indus- 
try, we have set up a certain injustice, you might say, to the community. 
In principle, what we have done is to set aside the normal industries 
upon which a normal town prospers, and upon which they gain 
through their tax structure, and which would be taken care of by the 
normal cost of the products, any remuneration from this quarter. 
So, you might say one way of looking at it, the present Industrial 
Act is to a degree a patchwork legislation. If we were to propose 
to denationalize the system as set up, one way of doing it would be 
a devision of the Atomic Energy Act itself. We might say something 
like the operation of a doctor removing an appendix. Everything 
must be taken into consideration, not only the appendix itself, but the 
blood, and all the other factors that go into the anatomy. And cer- 
tainly, approaching this legislation of the disposal of the community, 
we are faced with a similar situation. We were told at Oak Ridge 
that the analogy was that of alimony, in relation to the separation of 
the community from the Federal Government. Certainly, this does 
have a bearing on the problem, to a relationship which must be ad- 
justed there. I would say that in the original writing of the act, that 
the process of this divorce was somewhat on the Mohammedian basis, 
where you examine them and have them repeat the fact that this is 
a divorce. I think that very much improvement has been made in 
the present bill, but the question which I leave with you is, whether 
or not it is adequate, and we should consider the matter as if this were 
a nationalized industry, and some basis were made for supporting the 
community as such. Surely, there would have to be entirely new tax 
legislation drawn up which would perhaps in some measure draw from 
the investment of the Federal Government, possibly on a different 
basis than a dollar value. On such a basis is that contribution by the 
Federal Government to be permanent?) What we feel isa compromise. 
And although we say it does not have to be permanent, it should be 
continued into a period which would allow Richland to have an 
opportunity to adjust. 

So I leave you with the thought, Senator, that we would require at 
least a minimum of 15 or 20 years, and possibly it should be stated 
that that was payment in lieu of taxes, which in principle it is. When 
we denationalize one part of what is a part of a nationalized thing, 
it should run into a continuing basis. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you. You didn’t state what your job 
Was. 

Mr. Movtruror. I am in the production department of ( neral 
Electric Co. 

Chairman Jackson. We wish to express our appreciation for your 
presentation. The next witness is Mr. J. M. Clark. y 
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STATEMENT OF J. M. CLARK 


Mr. Cuarx. I am J. M. Clark. I am engineer for the General 
Electric Co., fire protection engineer for the General Electric Co. My 
home address is 1516 Butter nut, Richland, Wash. 

In behalf of my constituents and my self, I wish to take this opport- 
tunity to thank the Members of the Congress of the United States for 
their interest in our problems as shown in their presence here. I also 
wish to thank them and all those who have made this hearing possible 
for the opportunity to speak. I am not here today as Jim Clark, 
American citizen, but I am here as a representative of the timid, the. 
inarticulate, and especially the future pensioners, widows, and or phans 
who face banishment from Richland if disposal is not accomplished. 
These people seek to bring no pressure, they merely wish to protect 
their moral equity in the Government houses which they have made 
into their homes. 

I favor disposal on a fair and just basis. I feel that this requires 
that the enabling legislation should, as nearly as possible, approximate 
7” ideal of being satisfactory to all concerned, 

. A somewhat disturbing note of uncertainty pervades the section 
of the bill in appraisals, chapter III and finance, chapter VI. It fails 
to define the price structure clearly. 

2. There is no realistic plan included in the proposed bill for con- 
verting Richland to a normal community. As proposed, the disposal 
could lead to financial chaos for a number of people. 

I propose the following changes in the bill to make it more in con- 
formity with the ideals w hich I have expressed before. 

1. Make the disposal procedure definite and mandatory. Establish 
a tentative date and a realistic schedule. This will serve to remove the- 
tenants from the rack of uncertainty. 

2. Establish the prices of the houses and fix them sufficiently low so 
that they are in keeping with other war surplus and so that no buy- 
back or other administratively difficult protection provision is re- 
quired. I suggest a pricing formula not to exceed 10 to 50 percent of 
the fair market value. Please remember that these tenants have 

rented these homes for periods up to 11 years. By planting lawns, 
landscaping, and modifying, they have transformed these houses from 
wooden structures in the sand to homes in this oasis which we love. 
Many of these tenants are the same ones who were awarded little “A” 
pins for their contributions during the war. They left their homes in 
far-off places to suffer the pioneer pains of the atomic frontier. The 
price should be made right for them. 

3. Establish a conditional sales contract protecting the purchaser. 
The purchaser should be able to buy with no downpayment and a 
reasonable period to pay. In case of a sudden drop in employment, a 
clause in the contract releasing the purchaser from the balance that 
is legal. 

By way of summary, allow me again to say that all we want is dis- 
posal legislation which is fair. We are alarmed by the grim dilemma 
which confronts us; on the one hand, we are faced with eventual 
banishment from the community where we have made our home; on 
the other hand we are forced with continued harassment of this prob- 
lem. Every year we hear disposal and nothing is done about it. This 
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leaves a very uncertain air about the city. Gentlemen, if possible, we 
would like to have this corrected. It is my opinion, this can be cor- 
rected with good legislation and all problems resolved. It is for this 
reason we appeal to you. I would like to go on record supporting the 
Richland City Council stand on their arguments for disposal and the 
necessary changes. I believe, through my association with the city 
council, over the past several weeks, primarily listening to and dis- 
cussing the “Richland disposal program,” that the Richland City 
Council has acted in good faith and I wholeheartedly endorse their 
proposed changes in ‘the bill, with one exception dealing with the 
finance and appraisal plan. God willing, and with the concurrence of 
the Congress of the United States, I believe Richland will be sold and 
disposed of on a fair and just basis, and the disposal of RichInad be- 
come a reality. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Congressman Houmes. Thank you very much, and I take it from 
your reference there at the end of your testimony that you are in agree- 
ment, or mostly in agreement, with the recommendations submitted 
by the city council 

Mr. CrarK. Yes, I am, Mr. Holmes, and I would like to clarify a 
question that came up a little earlier in relation to the prodisposal 
group committee. 1 would like to clarify who they are, if I might. 
The prodisposal, as you know, are up here represented by several 
others and myself. There are approximately 800 people, w hich your 
mailing list shows, in the community. We cut that down to 70 
interested people. We thought that still was too big to work with, 
and divided ourselves into smaller committees. 1 chairmaned the 
action committee, and there were other chairmen. They were some of 
the people in this group. You fellows—and when I say “you fellows,” 
excuse my personalities here—but you Members of Congress have been 
very cooperative in sending me such information as I acquired. Dr. 
and Mrs. Groot supplied material. 

What we are working for is a fair price. Now, I have a little more 
information we have done on our own, in relation to this vote of 3 to J, 
that may be interesting. Gentlemen, the 3-to-1 vote wasn’t against 
disposal. It was against the price. They didn’t know what they were 
going to get, and they didn’t want this thing shoved down their 
throats. That is all I have to say in relation to that. 

: There is one other thing that I would like to clarify. I believe— 
and I don’t know whether I am at liberty to do this or not, Senator 
Jackson and Congressman Holmes; stop me if I am not. I believe 
some of the statements that were made here this morning were made 
in error. 

Chairman Jackson, You may comment on any of the statements 
you would like to comment on. 

Mr. Criark. My first comment deals with the water system. My 
Job is such that I don’t think half the water system is in such condi- 
tion as some of the people would have you to be re and I have been 
near it for the past 11—going on my 12th year. When we have a 
leak in the water system, the ground i is a up of a silt-like material, 
and a leak as small as a pinpoint will surface. [Dissenting noises. ] 

There is evidently someone that does not believe what I say. 
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Another question in relation to the ROF of 1949—TI believe this 
was construction and not operation [audience indicated “No” ]. Well, 
that is my opinion. In 1949 construction was the greater percentage 
of it, and perhaps it could be qualified. So, I firmly urge that you 
people, as you read the additional statements, do so with an eye to 
the validity of the statements. I certainly hope you Congressmen 
will do that. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you very much. We appreciated hav- 
ing you. Thank you very much. The next witness will be Mr. 
Diettrich. 


STATEMENT OF KARL DIETTRICH, RICHLAND CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE—Resumed 


Chairman Jackson. Mr. Diettrich, I understand you wish to discuss 
the direct mail survey which the chamber made. 

Mr. Dierrricn. With your permission, sir. 

Chairman Jackson. Please make it as brief as possible. We are 
anxious to give everybody an a to be heard. 

Mr. Dierrricn. Thank you. We feel, as members of the chamber 
of commerce, that as long as figures have been presented this after- 
noon in regard to this, you should go into the record from the stand- 
point of the chamber of commerce. In March, the chamber of com- 
merce sent out 6,800 postcards, with the return backs, with a little 
petition which I shall read: 

The undersigned respectfully petitions the immediate enactment by Congress 
of the United States of enabling legislation for the disposal of Richland with 
or independently of Oak Ridge, and request the Joint Committee on Atomic 


Energy give careful consideration to the recommendations placed before it by 
the Richland City Council. 





The number of cards which were returned has been posted. There 
were 1,355 cards signed in the affirmative, and 143 cards returned in 
the negative. These cards were bundled and sent to Senator Clinton 
P. Anderson, chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
May 9, 1955, with a letter of which I would be glad to give you a copy 
for the records. 

Chairman Jackson. We have that record. 

Mr. Drerrricir. And I think the letter is self-explanatory, and with 
the letter was a copy of the report of the balloting which took place 
some several days thereafter, so that side of the picture was also 
present. 

Chairman Jackson. Was this poll by the chamber before or after 
the election? 

Mr. Drerrricu. No, sir; it was before the election. 

Chairman Jackson. But were the cards returned after the election 
or before the election ? 

Mr. Dierrricu. The cards came in before the election. 

Chairman Jackson. Thank you. Mr. Mike McCormack, I believe, 
desired to make a further statement. Mr. MeCormack has handed a 
statement, addressed to me, and signed by Mrs. Groot : 


7 
} 
We would like to make a correction to Mr. Clark’s testimony. Dr, Cornelius : 
Groot and myself have never been a member of either a pro- or anti-disposal 
group in Richland. The only organization to which Mrs. Groot belongs is the 
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League of Women Voters. The organizations of which Dr. Groot is a member 
have not declared themselves on the subject. 

This is signed by Dr. Groot and Mrs. Groot, Have I stated it cor- 
rectly / 


STATEMENT OF MIKE McCORMACK, RICHLAND CITIZENS LEAGUE— 
Resumed 


Mr. McCormack. Yes. I want to speak for a moment on behalf 
of the Richland Citizens’ League. When I have finished my state- 
ment, I am going to take off my hat to the Citizens League. I should 
like to point out that the chamber of commerce sent out 6,800 cards. 
I submit 5,045 cards didn’t come back, and they were instructed to be 
marked, “No vote.” Iam speaking for myself now. 

The problem of writing disposal legislation satisfactory to all i 
as we have seen, exc eedingly complex. But problems of this n: ture 
are sometimes made more difficult by the parameters within which 
we limit our thinking. I believe that a satisfactory solution to this 
problem exists, but it lies outside the realm of our discussion today, 
and is, in fact, quite novel. At first thought it may seem unrealistic, 
but I believe that under close scrutiny it can be shown to solve all 
problems except that of showing a large and immediate financial 
profit for the Federal Government. 

This unconventional solution is therefore offered to solve an uncon- 
ventional problem. 

1 suggest that the people of Richland incorporate the city, and, with 
the aid of Congress and the AEC, this corporation buy the entire 
physical city of Richland from the Federal Government for the price 
of $1 plus 50 percent of all profit derived from the operation of the city 
for the next 20 years. 

I suggest that, with this accomplished, the city council can hire a 
city manager who can, with the aid of hired professional assistance, 
operate the city at a profit. Under these conditions, those residents 
who wish to rent may continue to do so, paying their rent to the city, 
wih the same tenant-landlord relations as now exist. Those who wish 
to buy could do so at a prefixed price fair to both buyer and city. A 
buyer would accept the responsibilities and obligations, as well as the 
privileges of ownership. 

There are a number of advantages apparent in this program. You 
will observe that both those who want to rent and those who want to 
buy could do so in harmony, and without interfering with the desires 
of the other. The Government would get out of the housing business 
as far as Richland is concerned—finally, completely, immediately, and 
forever. The General Electric Co. would be relieved of its obligation 
to the municipal administration. The Government would be free of 
any subsidy to maintain the city, now or in the future. No one in 
Richland would be concerned about the uncertainty for the future of 
the project, insofar as the value of their property would be concerned, 
because the corporation could easily provide a buy-back clause. The 
city would be truly free and self-governing. 








192 DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 


A very conservative estimate of income and expenditure under these 
conditions is: 


Income: Million 
is iii a Acacencitcs tah hich a lek te a Ma i I i a $3.5 
RII TI insane sities Reece oat a ad 1.0 
aly RT I aii sien i al a aa a a ia 2 

EN ses site tes at PO i ete ae Bw Kscacesy erie aete ae 4.7 

Expenditure: 
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apital construction and maintenance__--_._.___-__________________ 3 

TN as ny ving Riles Sac och cele ae ig ag RE i ae as ae 4.5 


Showing a profit of $200,000 a year. 

It is my conviction that, given an opportunity to study and con- 
sider this plan, the people ‘of Richland, particualrly occupants of 
the prefabs, would prefer it to any plan involving the forced sale 
of the houses and continuing governmental subsidies. 

Chairman JACKSON. Thank. you, Mr. McCormack. We apprec i- 
ated having you individually, and you and your representatives. The 
next will be Mrs. Helen O. Monson: 


STATEMENT OF MRS. HELEN 0. MONSON 


Mrs. Monson. Senator Jackson, Representative Holmes, and Mr. 
Norris, my name is Mrs. Monson, and I am a housewife. 

The m: yor is giving the official council stand. Other groups are 
dealing in statistics and finances. I'd like to give my own personal 
opinions as a private citizen, from a housewife’s point of view, on 
emotional aspects. 

I want the right to own my own home, and if possible, I’d like 
to own it in Richland. Many reasons have contributed to this desire. 
I'll state a few of them briefly. We have been here more than 11 
years, so we are pioneers of the modern Richland. In that time we 
have watched Richland grow from a confused jumble of machinery, 
workmen, secrecy, and sandstorms. into a lovely modern city. We 
sweated it out through those early days of heat and scarcity and 
hardship and uncertainty and loneliness away from friends and rela- 
tives. We have struggled with our share of the new lawns and foli- 
age which have helped make Richland pleasant. We have watched 
this ¢ - change and grow, and felt proud of each new improvement 
as if it were a personal triumph. Our children have attended the 
scale here. Two of them were born here. We have all made many 
friends, and our roots go deep enough so it would be painful to be 
transplanted. 

And yet there are drawbacks. Most of the problems I believe 
would be overcome if we were allowed to buy our own homes and 
govern ourselves. This is only a token list of those problems, since 
I want to be brief. But I believe these few carry considerable weight. 

Right from the beginning I have heard small children say, “Get 
off my property!” just to be answered back scornfully, “It isn’t your 
property. It belongs to the Government. So you can’t make me! 
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That’s frustrating to a child, and to an adult, too. Often the child 
reflects his parent’s attitude—*Why should I fix it up or take care 
of it? It isn’t mine. Why should I be careful of this place. It isn’t 
mine.” And if there is any bitterness against the company or con- 
ditions, or the house, this feeling is intensified. 

Fortunately most people in Richland wish nice things around them 
as witness the lovely yards and other improvements. But undoubtedly 
there would be much more done if we had private ownership. Often 
we have heard others say—and have said it ourselves, “When and if 
it is ours we'll put rooms in the basement and add a bathroom.” We 
all have our pet dissatisfactions we might remedy. In our case, that 
second bathroom is becoming daily more imperative with a family of 
five children, most of them daughters. 

If we were rolling in money, we would go ahead anyway. But it 
seems unwise to put that much money and work into a place over w mie th 
we have no control. Most of us must watch our pennies, and we are 
no exception, and we’ve seen friends dispossessed for various reasons 
over which they had no control and with little or no remuneration 
for hard work and money expended. So we postpone better living, 
and are frustrated and dissatisfied. And in spite of our strong affec- 
tion for Richland, we feel transient, because there are greener pas- 
tures in which we could have two bathrooms and nice extras which 
would be possible in our home here, if it belonged to us. 

It seems to be human nature to take better care of that which is 
our own. Carelessness is not good training for citizenship for either 
parents or children. Pride of ownership, I feel, would bring improve- 
ment in many directions—in the appearance of Richland, in the 
enthusiasm with which Richlanders participate in community better- 
ment, activities, and so on. 

I have heard many people say, “Well, by the time you pay interest 
and upkeep and insurance and taxes and all that stuff, you’re ahead 
if you rent.” I have heard this so often, I’ve almost wondered if it 
might be true. But when we go back on a visit to our hometown, we 
find our answer. Many of our friends and relatives, starting about 
the same time as we—and with lower salaries, now own modest homes 
outright, or have a large equity in a nice home. The proof is right 
there : staring us in the face, and I come back impatient at those years 
of wasted rent gone down the drain, for in other respects they do not 
seem to have suffered any more than we. 

When I have lived a lifetime in a community, if I have done the 
best I know how, I'd like to feel I had won a respected and honored 
place in which I could live among dear and understanding friends— 
not to be kicked out like an old boot on my day of retirement as is 
now mandatory 

Last, but not least, there is an attitude here which I don’t like. So 
many with whom I talk seem afflicted with a feeling of hopelessness, 
as if ev ery problem here were beyond theirs or anyone else’s ability to 
rectify. I have heard violent complaints at conditions, some of them 
admittedly not good conditions, and concluding so often with—*But 
what can you expect of Richland” as if it were a dirty word. And 
when I asked why such conditions existed, they say, “You always have 
dirty politics in a company town. You can’t get away from it.” I 
have heard them say, “I can’t bear the atmosphere here. And all my 
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friends agree.” And when I ask, “Well what can we do to change 
it?” they laugh at the thought anything could be done. When I said 
I felt that was a defeatist attitude, they said I was naive, and to watch 
out or I’d get stabbed in the back. And when I said my husband was 
trying to do his best to help, they said, “He’s too nice a guy. He'll 
get stabbed in the back, too.” 

L don’t believe these things are true. But whether they are or not, 
I believe if we have self-government in Richland, and home ownership, 
this feeling will largely disappear. 

Yesterday was the Fourth of July, Independence Day. Id like to 
be able some day soon to see Richland’s independence day, too, so it 
can hold its head high among other American cities, and its citizens 
at last may take on the rights and the responsibilities that have made 
our country and its people great. 

Chairman Jackson. Mrs. Monson, I think that is a very fine state- 
ment, and it is a very fine note upon which we conclude the witnesses 
for this afternoon. We thank you for your statement. 

Mrs. Monson. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Chairman Jackson. All of the names that have been given to the 
committee who desire to be heard today have appeared and testified. 
Dr. Wager and Mr. U. L. Upson were not able to appear and they have 
asked that their statements be included in the record. Then we have 
Mr. FE. J. Cunningham, Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Mrs. A. C. Forsyth, 
Representative Al Henry, Gov. Arthur B. Langlie and others. All 
of these statements will be included in this record. (See appendix C 

». 212.) 

’ Since the publication of the Oak Ridge hearings, the committee has 
received additional statements and communications from residents of 
that town and we will include them as appendix D (p. 228) of this 
hearing. 

(Thereupon, at 4 p. m., Tuesday, July 5, 1955, the hearing was 
concluded. ) 
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APPENDIX A 
Costs OF HOMEOWNERSHIP IN RICHLAND 


Facts and figures obtained through research by the League of Women Voters, 
Richland, Wash., May 17, 1955 


The purpose of this report is twofold: 

1. To compare the present (1954-55) costs of Richland’s municipal operations, 
hospital, and school system with the revenues expected after disposal and in- 
corporation of Richland, as proposed in Senate bill 1824, 84th Congress, and 

2. To compare the present costs of housing (rents at April 1955 levels) with 
the probable costs after disposal. 


PART I. RICHLAND’S COSTS 


The people of Richland have been enjoying, and taking for granted, high 
levels of service in all departments: city, hospital, and schools. While we have 
been subsidized, we have never been especially concerned about the costs of these 
services. Now that Senate bill 1824, providing for the disposal of Richland, 
has been introduced into Congress, we should examine these costs and levels of 
service very carefully. We should determine whether it will be possible to raise 
enough money to support these services at their present levels. 

The present costs of municipal operations in Richland are listed in table 1, 
together with the revenues we would expect to receive as an incorporated city.’ 
Estimated future city revenues 

Property tares.—Richland real property is estimated to be worth $48,700,000 
for residential and $12,200,000 for commercial property. This makes a total 
property value of $60,900,000, which will be assessed at about 25 percent. Per- 
sonal property is estimated to be worth $5 million and will be assessed at 50 
percent. Of the 40 mills* tax we regularly pay on property, 15 mills goes to 
the city. This amounts to about $265,000 for Richland. Under Senate Bill 1824, 
the 700 area and Hanford works are excluded from this tax. For tax purposes, 
we will be a no-industry town. 

State shared taxes.—A portion of the gasoline tax, motor vehicle tax, and 
State liquor tax which the State collects is returned to the city. To estimate 
the revenue from these shared taxes, the Association of Washington Cities sug- 


gested using $8.84 per capita. This amounts to $247,520 for a population of 
28,000. 








1In this report we will generally use “round” or approximate figures, although, where 
accurate figures are available, they will be shown. We are primarily concerned with the 
“order of magnitude” of the sums involved; that is, whether the property taxes will bring 
in $20,000 or $200,000, for example. 

2A mill is one-tenth cent. A tax of 40 mills means a yearly payment of $4 for every 


$100 of assessed valuation. Example: The yearly tax on house and land worth $8,000, 
assessed at $2,000, is $80. 
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TABLE 1.—Municipal Operations 


Estimated future revenues: 


Property (8806... 2.4. 0 ee en ecceecencieaeeeseen $265, 000 
State ahared taxes at $8.84 per Capita... ss 247, 520 
Business: and. occapationsl t05ca. ons ccswcssaocsesiwtisenconsas 58, 600 
Licenses: end pernttie 5c 6h i i Bek ete eens 19, 500 
ahaa a i ee 21, 000 
aie AO ie oe nin oe aoe 25, 000 
Civie- Gerrrignee.. 2. es ee ee eesti ees 1, 000 
Weaste: Domore): CHROME 2s ic oe ce cencennss ates 75, 000 
Waste removal (commercial)... cucu e54a.......—.. ~~~... 40, 000 
I ne ee ee eae aac ee ma 99, 000 
Water... oo0. diiee cies ee he edtede kh Jas sein nso 93, 000 
Hiectrical denartment Seatisler *. 8 es een se 270, 000 

ON cine as ah ces rls Sram A a ss cr aca eral 1, 214, 620 


1954-55 expenditures: 


Genefal MOVED in snsciuioc cus tec ccsceecteccdsssW cea seeks 120, 000 
Polied: C42 MG) ie ee eee eee EL Lk che cee wd dbacedaen cu 295, 000 
Hive COD MO ) ks kk ene Se E edd edheed cuts 844, 000 
Poblic health CLT m@O) inno etucciicc dui suudekicker aaceere 100, 000 
Streets (18.9 man-years) ............._..akssccee aldscte to ttabats 126, 000 
Grounds (erosion control) (3.7 man-years) —~---.--------------- 27, 000 
Welfare (4 Wien)... ci Se tt eke ccee ececes 35, 000 
Waste semoval (72-7 Woe FORTE) oo ene ec eek uence 111, 000 
UO eeene Eos eee NNN oe es eee eee T7, 000 
Civie activities (parks, recreation, library) (26 men) -_---------- 177, 000 
Ovi Bren C2 SURO sn eee aes te oe oe 12, 000 

PN Oe ee ee ee 1, 424, 000 

Electric department: 

MR ioc See ee hs a ec ee ee eee 1, 109, 800 
WR so oo aw scien sine a Ee en ee 524, 300 

POI i peccal t siitececeerdi biieak nee med ead ee ah ._  §85,500 


Water department : 


RING ites ens hci eta iss kites can Bs swell cas Seba Detotad teenth bas 213, 300 
MENS IRON ssc sions Inca os An a an kc eae act Ee Nid Aas 150, 400 
PR aaa tote hans esi is Uhl eis ale cubaceehe Mace nese 62, 900 


1 Interest plus profits, transferred to general city fund. 


2Does not include any construction expense, reserves or billing expenses in water 
department. 


Business and occupation tax.—This tax on the privilege of doing business is 
expected to yield about $58,600. This estimate is lower than the amounts being 
collected, in 1953, in Longview (population 23,000, business and occupation tax 
collections, $120,176) and Bremerton (population 34,200, business and occupa- 
tion tax collection, $81,436). 

Utilities —(a) Waste removal: Cities usually perform this service at cost. 
People in Richland may expect to pay about $2 per month for garbage collection 
to cover the cost of this service. Pasco and Kennewick charge $1 per month 
and for one 30-gallon can, and an extra charge for additional cans (50 cents 
each additional can in Pasco). 

(b) Sewage: Sewage treatment, likewise, is usually performed at cost. 
People in Richland may expect to pay about $1 per month for this service. 

-asco has a minimum charge of $1 per month; Kennewick charges a flat rate 
of $2 per month. 

(c) Water: The present low flat rate for water ($1.50 per month) will have 
to be increased to at least $3 in order to bring in revenues of $93,000 per year. 
If meters are installed, the monthly bills will be at least $3. Pasco and 
Kennewick have a minimum charge of $2.50 per month (1-inch meter connec- 
tion) for the first 500 cubic feet of water. 
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(d) Electricity: This department now shows an annual profit of about 
$585,000 (no allowance made for construction and reserves) from a gross revenue 
of $1,109,800. After disposal, the Richland electric utility may transfer about 
$270,000 to the city general fund as follows: 





1. 6 percent on the city’s investment in utility__._.._____._------------ $180, 000 
2. Tax in lieu of property tax, 5 percent of revenues_____----------- 40, 000 
3. In lieu of business and occupation tax, city gets_________-_-------- 50, 000 

I i i a i rl a i a 270, 000 


Item 2 above contemplates revenues of $800,000 annually, indicating slightly 
lower rates than at present. This would bring us more in line was Pasco and 
Kennewick. 

Parking meters.—Revenues from parking meters is not considered possible be- 
cause of the large amount of parking space that could not be economically 
metered. 


1954-55 municipal expenditures 
Many of our city expenditures are in line with those of Longview (popula- 


tion 23,000) and Bremerton (population 34,200). Several notable exceptions are 
as follows: 








1954-55, 1953, 1953, 
per capita, per capita, per capita, 
Richland Longview Bremerton 
PNR. a soto dees Siete ceall $10. 50 $5. 67 | $7.07 
Fire __ RS eae rtd as a isla ba eaves iain cateal 12. 27 5. 28 | 7.49 
Public Health_-___-- Sd igen nee ace aaritamtaet sce 3. 57 -87 | .84 


Also, the welfare program would be a county function after incorporation 
of Richland. 

In table 1 and the discussion following we have considered all source of revenue 
used by Washington cities. Table 1 shows that our estimated future revenues 
are $209,000 below our current expenses for municipal operations. The deficit 
is met by the subsidy of the first year, as proposed in Senate bill 1824. However, 
in the years following, the decreasing subsidy means that we'll have to dismiss 
some people. 

To achieve a balanced budget, according to the Public Administration Service 
(PAS). Report on the Feasibility of Municipal Incorporation and Real Estate 
Disposition in Richland, Wash, (1950 “ * * * will require that sharp reductions 
be made in the present rate of expenditure, that all feasible sources of local 
revenues be exploited at reasonable rates, that the Commission continue to 
recognize its responsibilities to the municipality, and that the Commission make 
certain capital grants to the new city at the time of incorporation.” 


Kadlec Hospital 


The present revenues and expenses for Kadlec Hospital are shown in table 2. 
It is expected that the $247,000 operating deficit can be reduced to about $200,000 
by the elimination of some administrative employees. Then the first year’s 
subsidy will be adequate. Beyond the first year, the deficit will have to be 
eliminated by one or more of the following : 
1. Raising rates to patients 
2. Lowering salaries of hospital personnel 
3. Dismissing hospital personnel 

In short, we will pay more for less service. 

If we elect to maintain our present levels of service for both municipal and 
hospital operations, we will have to raise about $90,000 the second year and more 
-ach year following, to about $449,000 by the end of the subsidy period. If we 
vote to raise this by increased property taxes, the extra tax would be about 5 
mills the second year and 25 mills after the subsidy period. 


TABLE 2.—Kadlee Hospital 
1954-55 expenditures: About 80 percent salaries, 20 percent mainten- 


nC: GEE ns a eee = ‘ $914, 000 
1954-55 revenues: About half room and board, half special services 667, 000 
BN iccccengnga soln cs chan eis dig sesaicaheeboois 247, 000 
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Richland Schools 

School district 400, being a separate entity, is required to keep its accounts 
separate from those of the town. The operational budget figures for school year 
1954-55 are listed in table 3, together with revenues the school district might 
expect, under our present laws, after the town is sold. There will probably be 
some changes in the exact amounts received from the different sources, but the 
total will remain much the same. 

The subsidies proposed under Senate bill 1824 will actually not help the school 
situation, because the amounts received under the AEC subsidy will be totally 
deducted from the funds that may be available to us under Public Law 874. 
Even the funds that may be received under Public Law 874 reduce the amount 
available to us under state equalization. It may be several years before we 
are eligible for even a small amount of state equalization money. 

The school operating budget can balance only under very favorable circum- 
stances, namely that we transfer from one form of subsidy to another. If there 
is only partial subsidy, the budget for school operations will be drastically out 
of balance. In this case our school operations will be drastically out of balance. 
In this case our school system will deteriorate to give us the education we can 
afford rather than the education we believe our children need. The subsidy under 
Public Law 874 alone is approximately equal to the salaries of all the elementary 
teachers, personnel we could hardly do without. 

Table 4 predicts our future school building needs, based upon the children 
already in school and on the preschool census of 2 years ago. It was previously 
shown in table 3 that the usual sources of revenue will not even be enough for 
operational needs, let alone for building purposes. So our building needs will 
have to be met from other sources. We need one junior high school right now, 
another high school very soon, and we will need an elementary school and three 
primary schools as the present preschool children enroll. 


TABLE 3.—School District 400 (operational) 


Estimated 1958-59 revenues, after sale of houses (based on same number of 
pupils as now): 











State: 
(@):. Rtbendance Atti 5 ss sei ass cet Ss eee ee $545, 700 
Dauatined ‘comniy Geyer. aio cies re Seumelek 195, 600 
(0) Transportation allotment... 5. 3 ec nncand 17, 400 
10) Eats ee i i ae cp rs 
(d) ‘Mi@ucation wit atiotnietts 56 35 oes cc kee 356, 400 
6G) “GREG UNG si reek een Si ht 41, 600 
OND siciiiiinn aasedan i cithidinadieee canis ie re Pues Sie dip a ths 1, 156, 700 
Federal : 
CE) RON  cc  ci ot 3, 900 
ap) UE SRT i a 14, 600 
(i) Public Law 8747 and AEC subsidy______-______________ 493, 200 
TON oe ile ee eds ee ee ee ee 511, 700 
County: 
(%) Mqualiased county supporto. 6.caceceseiai iid 48, 900 
Local taxes: 
(t) Regular ievry Git wes) «20... eee ce eae 248, 000 
NORtRE. -DOUPOOR cc cnticnntiienn nk EO Ase ee 190, 000 
I icin ts Rinnai cbt aE Si Di ae i ee tae 2, 155, 300 





1 Believed not eligible, while receiving AEC subsidy. 


? Assuming 7,200 pupils in 3b category (i. e., either pupil lives on Federal-owned property 
or pupil’s parents work on Federal project, but not both). 
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TABLE 3.—School District 400 (operational)—Continued 


1954-55 school expenses : 


III issn nian ius eli tacts bsteapecasicacglit aaa ame 82, 000 
serach lad chat heeded kdb meaeasaeanneian liao 1, 573, 000 
CT TN a cia ick i eld ccc Salas Startech odbc acs nema aaa ea 277, 200 
MERInIGRRTOS GNA TADTOVOMOI a oon cei iencieccncccccdocdiann 159, 200 
aE I aocdsiicrectia eines wiaitinctaaniaaiaiaianianaatba capil 188, 700 
I eiric ace ecoincen kiss noe mnaenan eae 41, 900 
COREE WO CEO acta cicctircstsnncnian ten enapninennnaciinmacaiuntdabanitn 22, 800 
PISO CRAVE. SicscnsssadsshddtsndatQnde insides 29, 000 

I tans cchectedaee atin dec a asseoneten ised in gaan nice at ia tiaciagsiibag 2, 373, 800 


Tarte 4.—School District 400 (building needs) 


Estimated revenues : 





Bonding to 10 percent legal maximum *_____-________---______-_ $1, 750, 000 
State “matching” funds for bonded districts____._._.__-_.___------ 1, 750, 000 

PRU ce cs eae mca caichinhp ch aa ten aT ca cee Sa ein co esiona a decneen licen acnaieaigaibek 3, 500, 000 

Estimated needs for next 10 years: 

7 rE a rede aarig ese __ 8, 000, 000 
ee OIE ios kn cites vada ar cs ec ea cide “asictuicti-acceiasiciclatidcs duideuniin. aa 
eo 0, stand osaegcseoanthesnt aneltieens teeing distaste 
3 Primary, at $100,000 each ______-___ ae ; ao 300, 000 

TN iia ce aa Nek a an ee 6, 300, 000 


1 Bonding plus extra millage, as required to be eligible for State matching funds. We 
would have to vote to assess ourselves 8 mills for 20 years to pay this off. If the town 
shut down, this claim would be outstanding against all the property in town. 

There are available State matching funds for distressed districts. To get 
these funds we must first create a distress by bonding ourselves, and then the 
State will match the money we raise by so doing. It will be necessary to pay 
off these bonds, including interest. The actual terms are negotiated, but we 
might obtain terms of 3 percent for 20 years. Even if we vote to bond ourselves 
to the legal maximum (10 percent of the assessed valuation of the district) or 
$1,750,500, this will supply only half the immediate school building needs. This 
inadequate sum will then cost us 8 additional mills in taxes for those 20 years. 

No reliance may be placed on receiving funds under Public Law 815 unless 
many more federally connected pupils enter the schools, as from a new plant 
expansion. In this event, however, we will need still more schools than 
predicted. 

In summation, te maintain the town at the present levels of service after the 
subsidy period will require that we vote to tax ourselves an additional 25 mills 
for municipal and hospital funds and sharply increase the utility rates. It is 
not sound business practice to tax in this manner for operating funds, as such 
added levies must be voted each year. The municipal council and the hospital 
board could not rely on such funds for their operations. However, the matter 
of voting extra millage to produce operating revenues is one for the voters to 
decide. 

The school operating budget may be balanced by eliminating certain programs, 
such as kindergartens, or by firing teachers or cutting salaries. Alternately, we 
could assess ourselves about 5.7 mills for each $100,000 desired. The school 
building fund will be short by about $280,000 each year (unless we should 
happen to qualify for aid under Public Law 815). To raise $280,000 additional 
will require an extra levy of 16 mills. As noted above, servicing the school 
bonds for building funds will require a levy of 8 mills, for the next 20 years. 
In short, to maintain the town of Richland as we know it today will require that 
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we vote, each year, to tax ourselves over and above the regular 40-mill levy, the 
following: 





Mills 

MSMR UTSRUNGY ANAET: TAR i cre cttseiccsrtreietsecetiat hai eden ee ee el 25. 0 

TO CUNT Yi eschew pcs ech cain vcs nb ciecacimina cr a aa 12.5 
School (building) : 

Bias SRS OEIC i a ee i i *8.0 

CI icc centage lee al tO ean 16. 0 

PC i i a a rere 62.5 


1 This levy, once voted, would remain in effect till the bonds are paid off. 


Our total tax levy then would be 102.5 mills. It seems unlikely that the 
voters would approve this in toto, but it is uncertain until put to the vote. 

If all parts of the city are in debt, it is soon obvious that no one department 
can hope to balance its budget by demanding large fees from the other depart- 
ments. Only valiant efforts on the part of everyone concerned to reduce expenses 
and get voter support will make the city function. 

Some relief might be obtained if we can manage to broaden our tax base (the 
total assessed valuation for the city or school district). The school situation 
especially requires that we try to increase the ratio of assessed valuation per 
pupil. There has been discussion that it might be possible to attract industry to 
share our tax burden. A tax levy of 102.5 mills would certainly be deterrent. 
There seems to be little reason why an industry should locate here in preference 
to locating elsewhere. We do not have, in Richland, manpower, material, money, 
or markets enough to attract industry. In our financial planning we must as- 
sume that we stand on our feet, at least for the first crucial years. 


PART II. HOUSING COSTS 


“The privilege of owning a home will therefore be viewed by many 
as a mixed blessing.”—PAS report, p. 101. 

In the preceding section we have seen that the elimination of Government 
subsidies will almost inevitably result in lower levels of service from the munici- 
pality, hospital, and schools. However, let us compute what we would pay to 
retain these services at their present levels in order to determine whether we 
ean afford it. This part of the report will compare the costs of housing now 
(rents at April 1955 levels) with the probable costs under disposal as proposed 
in Senate bill 1824, 84th Congress. 

The future costs of housing can be divided into three main categories : 

1. Monthly mortgage payments 
2. Monthly bills (utilities) 
3. Hidden costs 

Let us take a look at each of these, to determine their order of magnitude: 
We will not be concerned with figures accurate to the penny, but rather the costs 
in broad terms, as: will my utility bills be doubled? What, approximately, will 
my property tax be? What are home maintenance costs, etc.? 


1. Monthly payments 


In the case of FHA financing (414 percent plus % percent for FHA, 25 years 
to pay), the monthly payments will be reasonable. for example: 


Q house, medium rent, at 1731 Hunt Street 
Present rent: 


Shelter reht plas GeplOl..2o6 et. Soh ih a $81. 65 
WRU no Se eth ied eee eeae eee 1.50 
TT ii isl kien taal eatstoaicane Ra eae aa Bot dy acca 83.15 
Appraisal: 

TUOMNR fo at oe oe eR ee ee ee $11, 455. 00 

WG hc eel a ee ae enemas 1, 945. 00 
—_—_———- $13, 400. 00 

Selling price, with 10 percent discount__..----~-~~- 12, 060. 00 

DIO WTHAS TROBE 8 sao em aomeeeoma 1, 760. 00 


Mortenge 46 be Minted 2. 8 ee te eaten 10, 300. 00 





——————————————————— 
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Q house, medium rent, at 1731 Hunt Street—Continued 


Calculation of future monthly payments: 
Payment on principal (gain in equity) —~-_--------_---_- $17. 40 


Fs RO I ik ceca rice cecsaeacseneoeess apne ceantnesincie 42. 90 
—————— 60. 30 
Insurance (extended coverage) .._.._...____--___- 1. 25 


Taxes on property : 
ee oe | 11. 15 
Extra 62.5 mills “__-- me 


ehia 29, 87 


Pee iieecccevnann si ahaa 90.17 


1 FHA requires 10 percent down up to $9,000, then 25 percent of everything over $9,000. 
Add to this about $300 closing charge, for title insurance, etc. 


2 To maintain town at approximately the 1955 levels of service. 


Since we will be talking about equity, perhaps we had better define it. Your 
equity in a house which you are buying is the amount of your money which you 
have paid on the selling price. The example above should make it clear. The 
$1,760 downpayment is your initial equity in the house. Then, of the first 
monthly payment, $17.40 was payment on the principal (the $10,300). This 
$17.40 is your gain in equity for this month and your total equity in the house 
is now $1,760 plus $17.40 or $1,777.40. Each month the interest you have to pay 
decreases slightly as the amount of the unpaid principal decreases. At the same 
time, since the monthly payments stay always the same, the gain in equity is a 
little more than the preceeding month, until the last month of the 25th year 
you are paying only about $0.25 for interest and gaining $60.05 on the equity. 
When the house is all paid for, after 25 years, the equity is $12,060. 

Insurance.—Extended coverage insurance includes fire, wind damage, ete. (but 
not bomb damage). The current rate is $1.31 per $1,000 per year. 

Tares.—The item above labeled taxes is a good estimate of what the 40 mill 
regular levy and 62.5 mills special levies on real property (assessed at 25 per- 
cent of the appraised price) would cost per month. 

2. Monthly bills 

The monthly utility bills will show a moderate increase. As noted before, 
charges will have to be made for garbage disposal and sewage treatment, and the 
present water rates will be at least doubled. 

For the Q house in question, these were estimated at : 


Monthly bills now: 


Electric ih boa ia ee idence acces SE. ore 
WetePsvsin.. 4 a ee eee oe ; 1.50 
Total sii Siaeblbiig acta ais hak pa cs ae ,. ES 
Monthly bills after: 
Electric ‘ abet ith Sc dos dl eat aie leaked $16.00 
Water (flat rate) cig Ne ih il gta etic cari a 3. 00 
Sewage b andbubhcebask sams 1. 00 


Garbage__-_-~- pkteid. a tic idea iad 4 2. 00 

It is quite possible that these charges will be made in the future even if the 
houses are not sold. 

At the present time the out-of-pocket expenses for rent and utilities total 
$99.15 for the Q house in question. The estimated future cash expenses for 
monthly payments and utilities total $112.17. However, you are building up 
your equity in the house. 

3. Hidden costs 

It is in this category that the future homeowner will discover the largest 
difference in costs. 

Vaintenance.—Every homeowner is painfully aware that a house requires 
much maintenance. The largest single item is painting. Repairs to roofs, 
plumbing, windows, etc. are common. The AEC has been able to get much more 
favorable terms for this painting than would be expected for any individual 
householder. On the other hand, a homeowner would expect to do such small 
jobs as changing faucet washers. A commonly used estimate for maintenance 
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is 1144 percent of the fair market value per year. This is not out of line with 
present AEC maintenance costs. (Average about $150 per house per year.) 

For the Q house mentioned, the maintenance at 14% percent of the house value 
per year comes to $172 yearly or about $14 per month. 

Depreciation.—The largest hidden cost is depreciation. It is well known that 
an auto, no matter how well maintained, will decrease in value about $300 per 
year. As the house gets older, it also loses value, although over any given short 
period of time inflation may mask the loss. 

Assignment of depreciation rates is necessarily somewhat arbitrary, as it 
involves fixing the useiul life of the house perhaps 50 years before its useful life 
is ended. However, the figure customarily employed for well-built houses is a 
life expectancy of 50 years, or a depreciation rate of 2 percent per year. This 
figure of 2 percent may be used on housing built since 1948 (A and J houses, 
ranch houses, C houses). For the permanent houses built during the war, the 
expected life has only another 40 years to run, which leads to a depreciation 
rate of 214 percent. 

The prefabs present a difficult problem. They have already exceeded their 
designed life and their original cost should have been completely written off. 
What value they now have is the value added by the renovation program. It 
was a subject of much debate as to whether the prefabs were worth renovating 
and as to how long the relatively flimsy structures would support the heavy roofs 
put upon them. For these reasons, the estimation of the life expectancy and the 
proper depreciation rate of the prefabs is more than usually arbitrary. We 
have estimated a life expectancy of 10 years, or a depreciation rate of 10 per- 
cent. A local banking firm has indicated that no loans will be available for pre- 
fabs unless the AEC will guarantee them. 

Interest on equity.—An item that is small at first, but will grow larger as we 
pay off the mortgage on the house, is the interest on our equity. To make the 
down payment we might withdraw our money from the credit union where it was 
earning interest at 44% percent. This interest will no longer be forthcoming when 
we withdraw the money. So this interest that we are no longer getting is a 
proper charge against owning the house. 

Likewise, as we pay on the principal in the future, we are paying money that 
we could have put in the credit union to earn 414 percent interest. So each 
month this charge (interest on equity) grows larger, just as the interest we must 
pay on the unpaid balance of the mortgage grows smaller. 

For example, the downpayment on the Q house of our example was $1,760, 
representing our initial equity in the house. Four and a half percent of this 
is $79.20 per year of $6.60 per month, initially. By the last payment, it amounts 
to $38 per month. 

Risk.—A house has value only if someone wants to live in it. People wish 
to live in Richland because it is convenient to the Hanford Atomic Products 
Operations. HAPO produces only a single product with a single customer. This 
customer may at any time stop buying our product or may buy it in greatly 
reduced amounts. In such case the number of people and houses needed at HAPO 
will be greatly reduced. The surplus houses will have no value. Since these 
houses of little or no value will be available, no house will have very much value. 
At the present time the AEC, as owners of the houses, would take the loss in 
value in the event that HAPO is shut down. It may well be argued that since 
the Federal Government has the only authority to shut down HAPO they should 
also be responsible for the consequences of such a shutdown. 

However, the Senate bill 1824 requires that the new owners of the property 
must henceforth take the risk that this property will become valueless. Protec- 
tion is given to holders of mortgages, but there is no protection for the owner's 
equity. (Under this disposal bill, it is to your advantage to delay as long as 
possible and pay as little as possible. ) 

Therefore, some charge should be made which measures the risk we are taking 
in buying the houses. (In other words, just as we will buy fire and windstorm 
insurance, we need insurance against shutting down HAPO. This risk charge 
is a guess at the proper premium for such insurance, if it were available.) No 
official figures exist which would measure this risk. If they exist, they would 
have to be classified in all probability. Hence we are arbitrarily assigning a 
charge of 2 percent per year, of the homeowner’s equity only, as a measure of the 
risk. Persons with great faith in the future of Hanford may prefer a much 
lower figure, and pessimists may prefer a higher. 
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For the Q house above, 2 percent of the initial equity comes to a risk charge 
of $2.93 for the first month. This builds up gradually with increasing equity 
until it reaches $17.10 for the last month. 
Table 5 summarizes the above information on the Q house in question. Table 
6 summarizes the corresponding data for other representative houses. 
TABLE 5.—Present and future’ costs for Q house, medium rent, at 1731 Hunt St. 
Present costs: 
Shelter rent and appliances_________---~~~~. ieeiiasdae ih chicie ate latei ae $81. 65 
OU Ae ats cicccaaetchcenieae agian cchacighchaatacioctananiae ae ieee ee 17. 50 
: We cccncsienatoes aha lida lieecpiculacsinteecceaegcande aeaadiie tanec $1. 50 
EN ic sissies tes Coches tacit aad cs sa one 16. 00 
17. 50 
ap i cn dea cacao goes teat al ne a 99.15 
1952 appraisal: * 
MN ess assem salah i nets dic dint Seaapenancoancta ables ada $11, 455 
DIG wins cise aoe cia dian aaa aaaianind cake aamn ace =" 1, 945 
13, 400 
Selling price,’ reflecting 10 percent discount____._____________- snenancoeeen: hoy Oey OO 
TOON TO ia ds etc atin Scien *1, 760. 00 
es 20 Li TCO a oie hice ation nekctiennceaae 10, 300. 00 


Future costs: 
Monthly payments: 


PR Sir COED cicero dane aneeneumeainntian $17. 40 
aha a i a a 42. 90 
Be cca ea coda cicinceecs seicnin i ns pecans dade Melt gieherdgtenenaeteel 1. 25 
Taxes: 
MD a a 11. 15 
ee es tnchetthins Daehn tabs aeans hae 17. 47 


Utilities : 


ak is Scesire Ral ai asain hai eames 16. 00 
WEG Tame. TION a Seis dea Gees 3. 00 
CU I icici en tessa p tchpl la alieiciibini 1. 00 
GCaTRGI es San a a a 2. 00 





Hidden costs: 


Eas ice tedtiecineinnienaes skal icc 14. 00 
aac atch cd cl cteciealpdnsniindaogaiaods 19. 00 
CCIE IN UNRIO  oini ot cceeticerrc ent otnbnanenss cea aacaibes 6. 60 
PR Cr oe en eikeennceeohuneennanea 2.93 
Rts SES WG 6 oid ee sae ead 
aaa ia i a ee i 


11st month’s payment. Town at present levels. 
2 Future appraisal may differ from this. 
8 Add to this about $300 for closing costs. 


90. 17 


22. OO 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The League of Women Voters has always supported the principle of self 
government. Self-government means voting and paying our own taxes, which 
implies owning our own homes. At this time the League of Women Voters of 
Richland is not in a position to recommend disposal. However, any disposal 
bill should : 

1. Provide housing on terms financially feasible for the resident, and 

». Provide means for obtaining public safety, health, and the education of 
our children under terms no more difficult than usual for Washington cities. 

The present Senate bill 1824 is considered to be unsatisfactory in the follow- 
ing respects: 

1. It does not accomplish the Government's objective of getting out of the 
housing business. Since the buyer’s equity is not protected, while a mortgage 
holder's is, it will be to the advantage of the present tenants to pay as little 
as possible. The relation of creditor and debtor is no better than that of land 
lord and tenant. 

2. It does not set up a satisfactory or workable system of financing local 
governments—particularly the municipal government, hospital, and school sys 
tem. Only the most drastic of taxes, which would have to be voted by all the 
voters each year, at great expense in money and civic effort, would raise enough 
money to keep our town going. 

3. Although the monthly payments on the houses would be no more than the 
present rents, the total costs (including maintenance, depreciation, and an allow- 
ance for the risk of having to abandon the houses) will be considerably higher 
than at present. 

The disposal bill should be to the mutual advantage of the Government and 
the citizens of Richland. The facts and figures presented in this report indicate 
that the current disposal bill is of questionable advantage to the Government 
and to the citizens of Richland. 
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AprENDIX B 
COMMENTS FROM VARIOUS CITIZENS 


RICHLAND, Wasn., July 2, 1955 

GENTLEMEN: The proposed disposal of Richland, and in the face of opposing 
majority vote indicates direct violation of fundamental principles deserving 
clarification. 

Since such disposal is not to the advantage of the majority, who wants dis 
posal, and why? The abruptness of present action seems to indicate a political 
snow-job inasmuch as it lacks accord with regular legislative procedures 

The unarticulate truth would most likely have a refreshing flavor for ihe 
majority of the public 

O. L. Cox 


RICHLAND, WASH. 
Re Richland ‘lisposal 
WeEsS FARRAND, 
Pichland, Wash. 
I am writing this letter to let you know how I feel about Richland disposal. 
I feel that Richlanders spoke their views in the March 18, 1955, elections—‘No.” 
Majority rule is the American way. 
Sincerely, 
Mrs. A. AVANZINO. 
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RICHLAND, WASH., July 4, 1955. 
To the Congressional Subcommittee and to Whom It May Concern on Proposed 
Disposal of Richland No. 1: 

Disposal seems a thing of eternity and the cost as to an individual is rising 
each year even though the home is getting older as the time is passing. I was 
planning to buy or have a home built in one of the surrounding communities 
a few years ago through the FHA as there were no homes or lots to buy in 
Richland (although I did prefer to live in Richland) and at the same time did 
not believe too much in rent receipts. 

Then about this time, from under the blue sky, someone mentioned that the 
homes of Richland might be sold; this was about in 1949. At that time I thought 
if there was anything to it then why build, that maybe we can buy a home 
within a year at the most; but since then there has been surveys, meetings after 
meetings, and to this Gay there has yet, as to actual disposal, nothing been ac- 
complished. As to waiting for the disposal bill to be passed if at all, for the 
privilege to buy in Richland. I am paying at present $922 a year in rent which 
well could have been payments on the home for many years, taking into con- 
sideration that a small portion of the rent was for community support and 
facilities. 

Many of the people I know have bought their homes in several of the sur- 
rounding areas years ago and have their homes paid for or will have them paid 
up in a few years, and I—while still waiting after all these years to buy a home 
in Richland—have yet my first dollar to pay toward a purchase of a home, al- 
though I have paid thousands of dollars into a Richland home and into various 
facilities. 

The home I am now living in is one of the last built by the Government, the 
material used to build the home seems to be of fair quality but the workmanship 
was very, very substandard. This is not fiction as anyone interested is quite 
welcome to look the house over. There are various defects throughout the 
house inside and out, such as the hallway wall is very much out of line, which 
is annoying to have to pay for something like that. There are numerous lumps 
in the floor tile which are wearing through, cracks in the basement walls. And 
the outside siding or shingles have been coming off. I don’t know how many 
I’ve put back on, I guess it will be a major operation to make them stay on. 
I have spent one whole winter repairing the cracked basement wall, and then 
plastering the entire basement walls, and then painting them, and now I’m 
afraid its going to cost me when the appraiser’s get around, I feel that I have 
made a costly mistake by putting the money into the materail plus all the labor. 

Is the city really a yift if decided to be turned over to the residents? 

There is something I do not understand as I heard someone say we are lucky 
to have the city given to us as a gift if it is turned to self-government. I always 
felt that I have put quite a share into Richland as a resident by supporting the 
city through various taxes locally paid in the city such as sales, liquor, gasoline, 
indirect property taxes, and various other taxes, or has none of this been re- 
covered by the city to operate its schools and various facilities; also concerning 
the hospital through the many years that our family has been here we have col- 
lected enough paid-up receipts to make you wonder how it was possible to get so 
many considering our family being fairly healthy. I wonder if we haven't 
already paid the cost of the hospital (that is, the residents) ? 

As I have no facts to figures as to taxes a city the size of Richland recovers 
but somehow I feel that we have paid most of our way as individuals or resi- 
dents throughout these many years through indirect property and the many 
other local taxes to build and operate the city proper. 

Back to the homes, as many people will not have the choice to pick the type 
of house they would like or its location they may endeavor to buy the home and 
lot they are now renting and do not wish to buy. Why I have also mentioned 
lots is there are so many worthless lots as to shape and size and many other 
reasons such as the lot we now have. Several years ago I applied for a permit 
to build a garage on the west side of the house but I was told that I could 
not build a garage there, that the sewer line is there, finally I found out that 
the sewer line goes around three sides of the house, that no permanent struc- 
tures are permitted to be built over a sewer line so the building of a garage 
is out of question besides this restriction, there is something else wrong with 
the lot. 

There are 2 sewer manholes, 2 power-pole guidelines; not 1 but 3 power poles 
in the front yard. Do you honestly believe that such a lot is worth $2,410? 
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I would buy this home and lot at 50 percent of appraisal value with no strings 
attached and I assume all the risk that could possibly arrive and obligate no one, 
the 50 percent figure has been used as from one of the various discussion groups 
suggestions as to disposal legislation. 

A. L. LAScIK. 


RICHLAND, WASH., July 2, 1955. 
To WES FArRRAND, 1103 Gilmore, Apt. 5: 

We, the undersigned, wish to have the following statement on record relative 
to the July 5 hearing. 

1. We have had insufficient time to consider the new proposal and therefore 
cannot vote in favor of it. We request a further delay in this action. 

2. We favor separating the legislation for Oak Ridge and Richland because 
the two communities are not comparable, and because Oak Ridge may not re- 
quire further delay in acceptance of this legislation. 

3. We are not in favor of purchasing the house we now occupy except at a 
distinct financial advantage to ourselves. We define “distinct financial advan- 
age” as 50 percent of the appraised value. The purchase of a house is the 
major investment of a family and therefore should be as right as possible. We 
would not purchase this house in a normal community because it is poorly built 
and in many ways inadequate for our family needs. Another deterrent against 
purchase is the inevitably high tax burden which is not likely to invite, and to 
be shared by, new industry. We foresee little improvement in such an ab- 
normal status during most of the period we would require for paying off a 
mortgage. 

JAMES E. MEINHARD. 
BARBARA M. MEINHARD. 


RICHLAND, WASH., July 5, 1955. 
Senator HENRY M. JACKSON. 


DEAR Sir: I am against the sale of houses in Richland because of the fol- 
lowing reasons: 

1. We are unable to find out just what the assessment tax will be. 

2. Why under chapter 1, section 12a, the majority of the people are defi- 
nitely against the sale as determined in the last election by a vote of 3 to 1 
and it states it is for the morale of the community. 

CuHas. C. OwINnGs. 


WHY I DO NOT WANT TO BUY A PRE“SHAB” 


Potential firetrap; only one door; flimsy wall construction (vertical wall studs 
of 2 by 2’s with studs 36 inches apart) in violation of county building 
codes calling for 2 by 4 studs placed 16 inches apart. 

Resale value—nil. Wiring condemned by State Inspector Larry Martini as 
clear violation of wiring code, section 1102. Prefabs condemned by Frank- 
lin County building inspector, Joe Walker, and Kennewick inspector, Willard 
Larkin. Verdict—keep out. 

Every prefab has gable roof added on flat roof, adding dangerous weight on 
insufficient stud structure, in violation of area building codes. 

Foundation of rotting timbers—covered by skirting. No cement. 5-year 
temporary wartime structures have served their purpose. Should I buy a 
“dead horse”? 

Added tremendous taxation in this one-industry town on this condemned prop- 
erty is a contribution we can’t afford. 

Bathtub—what’s that? A prefab has no bathtub—no floor space to install one. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. RALPH J. DETWILER, 
1204 Winslow, Richland, Wash. 


COMMENTS ON RICHLAND DISPOSAL LEGISLATION 


The following suggestions are offered : 

1. That section 109-B of the legislation be amended to permit disposal of 
residences on a scale of from 10 to 20 percent of acquisition cost. 

2. That land be disposed of as follows: (@) lots for prefabs, precuts, multiple 
dwellings, etc., at $100 per lot; (6) all others at $150 per lot. 
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Discussion 

Example A.—Sale of prefabs on an invitation to bid resulted in a net return 
of $550 per building. 

Example B.—Disposal by auction sale resulted in a $650 return per prefab. 

Example C.—From page 847, part 2, hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations, House of Representatives, 84th Congress, 1st session, the follow- 
ing recoveries are listed: Poston war relocation project, acquisition cost $541,000, 
sold for $12,000, percent of return 2.2 percent; Fort Des Moines, cost $698,000, 
sold for $6,000, percent of recovery less than 1 percent; Quarantine Station, 
House Island, acquisition cost $119,000, sold for $1,000, recovery percentage less 
than 1 percent; Bureau of Reclamation camp, part disposal, Indianola, acquisi- 
tion cost $150,000, sold for $19,000, recovery percentage 12.6; Bureau of Reclama- 
tion camp (residue), Indianola, acquisition cost $176,000, sold for $18,000, re- 
covery percentage 10.2; Sharonville Engineering Depot, Sharonville, acquisition 
cost $189,000, recovery $1,000, percentage of return —1; Federal recreational 
building, Chester, cost $298,000, sold for $17,000, recovery less than 5 percent. 

Example D.—From page 1604 of the same reference as quoted in C above, 
we note that the Public Housing Administration disposed of 44,000 dwelling 
units during the first 6 months of fiscal year 1954. Total receipts were 
$15,911,000. This is an average return of $360 per unit. Because the houses 
in Richland are of a better quality than some of the temporary units discussed 
in some of the examples given above, it is believed that a higher return is’war- 
ranted. Any attempt, however, to secure an appraisal based on the inflated 
real estate values in the Tri-City area and attempt to sell them to the individuals 
at 90 percent of such appraisal will defeat the purposes of the proposed legisla- 
tion. It is believed that it will be defeated because relatively few residents will 
purchase under those provisions. This will force the Commission into a public 
sale of the buildings with the obvious result that the return will parallel those 
given in the examples noted above. This will make profits for speculators and 
real estate operators and not return any more money to the Federal Treasury. 
As a matter of practical fact, it will delay the disposal and reduce the net return 
to the Federal Government. It is recommended, therefore, as a hard and prac- 
tical business matter that a fair disposal price be established. Prefabs and 
precuts, and multiple dwellings are obviously not worth as much as ranch type 
houses, A. and J. houses, and others. It is believed that a fair and equitable 
percentage from 10 percent to 20 percent can be assigned such houses with the 
result that all units will be sold. 


Buy-back provision 


Section 110, instead of assuming the obligation of deficiency judgments, it is 
recommended that the following “buy-back” provision be substituted therefor : 

(a) The AEC agrees to buy back the dwelling any time during the first 3 
years, providing (1) the employee resigns without prejudice, is terminated or 
transfers from the Hanford project; (2) the Government’s obligation shall be 
limited to refund of the purchase price less 3314 percent for each year of owner- 
ship computed to the nearest whole month; (3) the AEC shall repossess the 
land or lots at $1 each. The tenant shall have the right to remove all improve- 
ments to the lot prior to transfer of title to AEC. 


RICHLAND, WASH., July 3, 1955. 
To: Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
Re: Disposal of Richland, Wash. 


Strs: I do not oppose the disposal of Richland per se, but do oppose the imme- 
diate enactment of any bills yet proposed. While favoring a so-called normal 
community for Richland, I cannot agree that disposal in itself will achieve that 
end. 

The present bill, as published in the July 2 issue of Columbia Basin News. 
approaches most nearly to date my concepts of what are fair and desirable in 
such legislation, yet it still leaves much to be desired, and it has been presented 
too recently to permit sufficient analytical study. This is a matter of such deep 
and lasting concern to so many of us, involving a substantial portion of our 
incomes for a major portion of our lives, that it should not be resolved in a cavalier 
or cursory manner. It is therefore my belief that this matter should be ap- 
proached slowly and with infinite care, and that justice and reason should be 
given preference to any seeming sense of urgency. In the interests of justice and 
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reasonableness, I would like to point out for vour gonsideration the following, 
among many, factors: 

1. Under the existing circumstances determining a tax base for this community, 
Richland, can no more be considered a potentially normal community than can, 
for example, the District of Columbia, or any community in which the industrial 
tax base and the source of payroll are not substantially the same. There must 
of necessity be some continuing support in lieu of industrial taxes if residential 
tax rates are to be kept within bounds. 

A support based solely upon the need for it, on the other hand, leads to an 
equally abnormal situation, and one subject to wide discrepancies in opinions 
as to what is necessary and what is not. It might be wiser to base such support- 
in-lieu-of-taxes upon the expected amount of such taxes for a normal community 
of like size and structure, as indicated, perhaps, by the ratio of industrial taxes 
to payroll for similar towns of comparable size. Such a support allotment would 
prove more defensible, and thus more dependable, for it would afford sufficient 
funds for proper operation, yet leave to the citizens the responsibility of deter- 
mining and financing the particular level of public services desired. 

2. There are many factors which cause the housing situation in Richland to 
be abnormal, above and beyond those imposed by the unusual financial risks 
involved. For example: 

(a) It was openly admitted, in an earlier forum, that in appraising these 
homes for disposal no consideration whatever was given to any factors other 
than type of construction and floor area—irrespective of how well that area has 
been utilized. No allowance has been made for inferior construction, nor for 
deficiencies in outward appearance or interior convenience; and no allowance 
has been made for the so-called monotony factor involved when (in the case 
of the Y houses, for example) 1,000 practically identical houses are set side-by- 
side, like so many doll houses. Many of us will wish to alter these houses to 
attain some degree of individuality, and in fact and to some extent many of us 
already have—but this costs money, and thus detracts from the value the house 
might otherwise have earned. 

(b) A Richland resident’s choice of housing is much more restricted than 
would be the case in almost any other community, and his priority is limited to 
the house he occupies, whether or not he would even consider renting or buying 
it if given a normal choice of abodes. (In my own case, the house I got was deter- 
mined by drawing straws for the house number, sight unseen.) Even could we 
have been given a free choice of any home in Richland, there are not enough 
high-quality homes here to satisfy the demand: in most cases the housing is sub- 
standard with reference to the income level of the occupant. For example: In 
a normal community such as Portland, I would select a home in the $15,000- 
when-new group, and would demand—and be able to get—certain features not 
found in my present home: fireplace (or two), dining room or nook, double 
bath, family room, garage or carport, basement or equivalent storage, and auto- 
matic heat. (For this price I also would get a landscaped yard, whereas here 
the lot was pure desert when I took over.) If I should buy my present home in 
Richland (and I almost must, to salvage my investment in improvements), I will 
want to add most of the above features to this property, insofar as possible; but 
to do so and still keep the total investment below $15,000 for an 8-year-old house, 
I cannot possibly pay the present appraised evaluation for the property. 

For these reasons, and in consideration of the abnormal risks involved, I believe 
the houses should be sold at a much lower price than that currently suggested. 

I would like also to emphasize that loose charges of irresponsibility and “spoon 
feeding” are unjustified and unfair when applied to the large majority of us who 
have withheld our blanket support of all disposal legislation. It is not because we 
fear normality that we decline, but rather that we are, perhaps, more cognizant 
of the difficulties in attaining this happy state. 

Sincerely, 
U. L. Upson. 


IN REGARD TO RICHLAND DISPOSAL 


I would certainly like to see the AEC and GE get out of the real-estate busi- 
ness. And I would certainly like to own my own home, but under the present 
setup they have and the price they are asking I cannot agree with them for the 
following reasons: 
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1. It’s a one-industry town, and will never have big industry come in here to 
help pay the high taxes we are sure to have. 

2. A large percent of our houses are war structures and will not pass FHA 
approval, including sewers, and electrical wiring. 

3. I’m sure the city of Richland was not built to make a profit on when a 
large percent of the homes have more than paid for themselves in rent. Why 
are they asking such high prices? 

4. They sell their surplus materials on bids and get about 10 percent of the 
actual cost. Why can’t we buy our homes the same way? But because they 
have us over the barrel they are bound and determined to make us pay—or else. 

5. I'd say at least 75 percent of us will have to buy a house we do not want 
or like. And it will cost from hundreds to thousands of dollars to fix them like 
we'd like to have them. 

6. If there is a big enough layoff at any time so the AEC will buy the homes 
back, will they pay us for the improvements? 

7. And if there should be only a small layoff and I lose my job, what good 
would my home do me here—the price of real estate would certainly drop with 
a layoff. 

I figure my dollar is still worth as much as the next person’s and I don’t aim 
to throw it away. 

8. I feel that if this war scare ever dies down, Hanford Works will some 
day be turned over to private industry which would cut unemployment about 
in half. 

I don’t see why we should have to take the chance of maybe living here long 
enough to pay for our homes then lose them in the end. And unless I could 
buy on my own terms, I would not buy. 


V. M. ScHvops. 


RICHLAND, WASH., May 21, 1955. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY. 


DEAR Sins: We, as tenants in Richland, object to the proposed disposal bill 
on the following grounds: 

This bill is unfair to employees of Hanford Works because we would be forced 
to buy our homes or give them up. The ratio of income to size of family in our 
case does not justify our becoming homeowners. No matter how desirable such 
a goal may appear, we feel the low rent and nearness to the job are a part of our 
compensation for working here. At least they were deciding factors in accept- 
ing such employment and any action that would force us to leave Richland 
would make employment here undesirable. Our situation in regard to salary 
versus dependents is by no means unique so we feel this objection would apply 
to a large number of employees. 

Yours truly, 
Mr. and Mrs. LAWRENCE Horron. 


RIcHLAND. WAsH., May 17, 1955. 
MIKE McCorRMACK, 


Chairman, Citizens Committee, 
Richland Property Disposal. 


I am sending you this voluntary statement, in the hope that you will find it 
of some value. In order that you may evaluate worth of its content I will attempt 
to establish some background for it. 

I grew up as the son of a man who, very successfully, represented the Weyer- 
houser firms as a building materials agent of their many branches, and I was, for 
a short while employed in a similar capacity, in Montana. I served a temporary 
appointment as United States commissioner in and for the Federal district 
eourt of Great Falls, Mont., by appointment of Judge Charles N. Pray, on land 
condemnation at Fort Peck, Mont., and was employed prior to that as a field 
appraiser by the United States Government at Malta, Mont. With this slight 
background I wish to establish the degree of my qualification to make the follow- 
ing remarks, as an expert; in at least some degree. 

Published reports of the appraisal made of Richland property are assumed 
to form the basis on which any disposal legislation will be based. It is extremely 
doubtful, in my humble opinion, if good legislation can be based on that 


appraisal. And I set forth some of my reasons for disagreeing with that 
appraised valuation. 
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1. Residence property was assumed to be at or near the values that do exist 
in neighboring towns where the tax burden would be shared by railroads, manu- 
facturing, processing plants, and related industries. 

2. Land values of the small shelters and homes built around the Richland 
sewage-disposal plant were appraised at or near the appraised value of land 
on which the managerial, executive, and more successful citizens tend to con- 
gregate. This would not be true in sections of the Kenewick Highlands, or the 
University District in Seattle, or Cannon Hill in Spokane. It just is not true 
anywhere, and anyone can see the truth. 

3. Shelters of the prefabricated type were given astoundingly high valuations, 
although they do not even comply with building code of the State of Washing- 
ton, in some instances, and humble homes in the more conservative part of the 
town are too near the price set on the most desirable residences, at an error 
of about 3 to 1. 

4. A few of the better homes were not appraised excessively, even though 
these would not equal in value similar homes where industry would share the 
tax costs of, for instance, Washington State’s most expensive educational sys- 
tem, per capita. 

5. A below-compliance home in a section without sidewalks should have a 
lower land classification, likewise if the street is not paved. But if you approxi- 
mate all land of equal value you get the approximate result of selling one man 
a house for $4,000 which the purchaser cannot resell for $3,000 while selling 
another a home for $7,000 which he can resell for that or more. This will hold 
true on a sufficiently long-term lease. 

I could set forth other disagreements, such as distance from school, market, 
ete., but if the above points are established it would seem the appraisal proved 
itself to be incompetent, and would fail as a basis for anything. 


JOHN H. Le Copnu. 


RICHLAND, WASH. 
Senator Henry M. JACKSON: 

Wish to state that I am absolutely opposed to sale of Richland housing for 
following reasons: 

1. War built, substandard, and very poor construction. 

2. Many houses are duplex and I do not believe the short-term renter who 
came here in good faith with a promise of housing should have his house sold 
out from under him. 

3. The lot where I am has a utility easement across just back of house and 
another at back of lot very close together, so no place to build a garage or any- 
thing else. 

4. The sewer line has closed up twice in 2 years due to poor construction. 

5. The appraised value is far too high. 

6. A one-industry town, said industry owned by the Government, so the govern- 
ment should operate the town along with the industry. 

7. From the appearance of these houses, many of them will be ready to junk 
in 10 to 15 years. 

8. Due to no taxpaying industry I do not believe this place can ever have a tax 
here to support it. 

Respectfully, 
CLAUDE L. McDONALD. 


RICHLAND, WASH., May 21, 1955. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY. 

Dear Sirs: We object to proposed disposal of Richland homes for the follow- 
ing reason: Ownership of a home at our level of income would necessitate lower- 
ing our standard of living to an undesirable point. Since this would be true of 
other residents on a similar financial position, it would tend to create a slum-like 
condition which would be scattered over most of the town rather than localized 
in one section. Also over a period of time, there will be unemployed persons 
remaining in town because they own homes or large equities in one. It is entire- 
ly probable that provision will ultimately have to be made to render public 
assistance to numbers of families. Under the present setup, there is no unem- 
ployment problem. Lowering living standards of individuals will, of course 
lower standards of the community as a whole. 

Yours truly, 
Mrs. VIRGINIA 8. Horton. 
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IN REFERENCE TO DISPOSAL OF PRIVATE PROPERTY IN RICHLAND 


Have the appraisal people taken into consideration lots such as ours the land 
I am to buy, if GE and AEC decide to get out of the real-estate business. This 
lot is 115 by 120 feet approximate, which was appraised at $2,420. 

About 2 years ago I wanted to get a permit to build a garage alongside the 
house. I was told that I could not build the garage there that the sewer line is 
there and building over the sewer line is not allowed. Finally I found out that a 
sewer line goes around three sides of the house so there is no place to put a 
garage. This same lot has a few other disagreeable factors there are 2 manhole 
covers in the front yard, 2 powerline poles, 2 guide wires and stop sign—all of 
this is in the front yard. This drops the value of the home considerably if one 
had to sell the home these are the kind of ornaments that most people don’t like. 


A. L. LASCIK. 


To Whom It may Concern: 


Dear Sirs: One cannot appraise house from the street and say what is a 
fair price. The workmanship and materials should be considered. I object to 
the proposed bill to sell these substandard houses that would not last the life of 
a 20-year contract. 

WILLIAM M. FLEMING. 


JULY 5, 1955. 

The Hercules Powder Co. in Bacchus, Utah, built a village for the same purpose 
as Richland was built—to bring workers into close proximity to their work. They 
had single-story houses comparable in size with one side of a B house and two- 
story houses comparable to an F house. 

When they wanted to rid themselves of the responsibility of maintaining and 
owning a village they simply said, “There will no longer be a Bacchus Village. 
Those of you who wish to buy your houses may do so. They must be moved to 
another location. Tenants may have first preference. They sold the small houses 
for $200 and the large ones for $300. 

The company disposed of the village. The people were happy. This from a 
company in business to make money. 

Mrs. LEE NIELSON. 


APPENDIX C 
STATEMENT Or RaLpH W. WaGeErR, RICHLAND, WASH. 


To assist you in preparing legislation regarding the sale of Richland, please 
consider the following. The opinions expressed here are my own. I am against 
Government Ownership of Richland and for disposal. Defining the best manner 
by which disposal may be accomplished is fraught with difliculty. This is so 
because the Senate and Congress wish to maintain the rights and freedom of the 
affected population and yet restore to Federal funds a fair amount. I cannot 
profess to assist you in the latter, but I can state how I, as a citizen of Richland, 
will be affected. 

At the outset, there is no house in Richland which I would buy, be the same 
houses, say, disbursed among developments in Seattle, Spokane, or Pasco, etc. 
The lots in Richland are small for the larger houses, and more acceptable ratios 
of house to yard size find the houses too small. I happen to live in what is 
termed a “ranch” or “Y” house, which is a small house. I have a corner location 
which I consider to be as nice a location as anywhere in Richland. Due to the 
small size and poor floor plan of the house itself, I would never look twice were 
the same house located in a town other than Richland. To remodel the house 
to more spacious quarters would seriously embarrass the lot. Once remodeling 
be done, the arrangements would not be that which I otherwise choose. 

With these facts in mind, even though I choose to own my own home, is it 
fair that I purchase at a “fair market price,” which assumes that I have a choice 
in a free and competitive market? To my mind, a free and open market will not 
exist in Richland. The house is not of my choosing—having been assigned to me 
sight unseen by our local housing administration. I have had no choice in a 
house, and yet | choose to own my residence and assume my part in supporting 
(vin taxes) my community and thus cease being supported by other peoples of 
this country of ours. 
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I note that the Commission proposes to sell dwellings at 80 percent of “fair 
market value.” This figure, while a compromise, is yet excessive. Ilowever, I 
would like to express my opinion on the eventual fate of the moneys paid for 
dwellings even under these conditions. The Congress and Senate should be con- 
cerned with returning to the Federal Treasury all of the proceeds of the sale of 
Richland. Even this appears to be not the intent of the Commission, for contracts 
of sale and mortgages will be sold at discount to suitable brokers. The discount 
so allowed is money lost to the Federal funds. Why not, if negotiable paper is to 
be sold, let the sale be to an entity of the city of Richland. Funds for buying such 
paper may be supplied from funds otherwise intended for subsidizing the city. 
In this manner, then, discounts permitted will in actuality be returned indirectly 
to the Federal Treasury because the face value of contracts and mortgages will 
be paid to an entity of the city of Richland. If, on the other hand, negotiable 
paper be sold to brokers, part of the wealth of Richland will be lost both to Rich- 
land and to the Federal Treasury. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 


STATEMENT OF U. L. Upson, RICHLAND, WASH. 


I do not oppose the disposal of Richland per se, but do oppose the immediate 
enactment of any bills yet proposed. While favoring a so-called normal com- 
munity for Richland, I cannot agree that disposal in itself will achieve that 
end. 

The present bill, as published in the July 2 issue of Columbia Basin News, 
approaches most nearly to date my concepts of what are fair and desirable 
in such legislation, vet it still leaves much to be desired, and it has been pre- 
sented too recently to permit sufficient analytical study. This is a matter of 
such deep and lasting concern to so many of us, involving a substantial portion 
of our incomes for a major portion of our lives, that it should not be resolved 
in a cavalier or cursory manner. It is therefore my belief that this matter 
should be approached slowly and with infinite care, and that justice and rea- 
son should be given preference to any seeming sense of urgency. 

In the interests of justice and reasonableness, L would like to point out for 
your consideration the following, among many, factors: 

1. Under the existing circumstances determining a tax base for this commun- 
ity, Richland can no more be considered a potentially “normal” community than 
can, for example, the District of Columbia, or any community in which the in- 
dustrial tax base and the source of payroll are not substantially the same. There 
must of necessity be some continuing support in lieu of industrial taxes if 
residential tax rates are to be kept within bounds. A support based solely upon 
the need for it, on the other hand, leads to an equally abnormal situation, and 
one subject to wide discrepancies in opinions as to what is necessary and what 
is not. It might be wiser to base such support in lieu of taxes upon the 
expected amount of such taxes for a normal community of like size and struc- 
ture, as indicated, perhaps, by the ratio of industrial taxes to payroll for similar 
towns of comparable size. Such a support allotment would prove more de- 
fensible, and thus more dependable, for it would afford sufficient funds for 
proper operation, yet leave to the citizens the responsibility of determining and 
financing the particular level of public services desired. 

2. There are many factors which cause the housing situation in Richland to be 
abnormal, above and beyond those imposed by the unusual financial risks 
involved. For example: 

(a) It was openly admitted, in an earlier forum, that in appraising these 
homes for disposal no consideration: whatever was given to any factors other 
than type of construction and floor area—irrespective of how well that area has 
been utilized. No allowance has been made for inferior construction, nor for 
deficiencies in outward appearance or interior convenience: and no allowance 
has been made for the so-called monotony factor involved when (in the case of 
the Y houses, for example) 1,000 practically identical houses are set side by side, 
like so many dollhouses. Many of us will wish to alter these houses to attain 
some degree of individuality, and in fact and to some extent, many of us already 
have—but this costs money, and thus detracts from the value the house might 
otherwise have earned. 

(b) A Richland resident’s choice of housing is much more restricted than 
would be the case in almost any other community, and his priority is limited to 
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the house he occupies, whether or not he would even consider renting or buying 
it if given a normal choice of abodes. (In my own case, the house I got was 
determined by drawing straws for the house number, sight unseen.) Even 
could we have been given a free choice of any home in Richland, there are not 
enough high-quality homes here to satisfy the demand ; in most cases the housing 
is substandard with reference to the income level of the occupant. For example: 
In a normal conununity such as Portland, I would select a home in the $15,000 
when new group, and would demand, and be able to get, certain features not 
found in my present home: fireplace (or two), dining room or nook, double bath, 
family room, garage or carport, basement or equivalent storage, and automatic 
heat. (For this price I also would get a landscaped yard, whereas here the lot 
was pure desert when I took over.) If I should buy my present home in Rich- 
land (and I almost must, to salvage my investment in improvements), I will 
want to add most of the above features to this property, insofar as possible; but 
to do so and still keep the total investment below $15,000 for an 8-year-old house, 
I cannot possibly pay the present appraised evaluation for the property. 

For these reasons, and in consideration of the abnormal risks involved, I 
believe the houses should be sold at a much lower price than that currently 
suggested. 

I would like also to emphasize that loose charges of irresponsibility and “spoon 
feeding” are unjustified and unfair when applied to the large majority of us 
who have withheld our blanket support of all disposal legislation. It is not 
because we fear “normality” that we decline, but rather that we are, perhaps, 
most cognizant of the difficulties in attaining this happy state. 


STATEMENT OF E. J. CUNNINGHAM 


First we would like to express our appreciation for the time and effort you 
and your committee have expended in producing this draft of a disposal bill 
which is such an improvement over the previous bills. We are grateful that 
we may have the opportunity to present our suggestions. As the senior occupant 
of a duplex, we are particularly concerned with the provisions of the disposal 
bill as they will affect the duplex purchaser. There are over 1,000 duplexes in 
town, or over 2,000 duplex units. We will try to present our recommendations in 
a concise manner basing our ideas on observation and discussion with interested 
persons. However, I speak as an individual. 

Chapter 3—We would like to recommend that 2 methods of appraisal be 
used, and that the lower Of the 2 be the sale price. Cost of production less 
depreciation is of benefit to the wartime-constructed dwellings, but works a 
hardship on certain postwar houses, and it seems to be problematical which 
method would benefit the ranch, C and K houses. Therefore, to be fair to all, 
both methods of appraisal should be used. 

Section 34.—On page 18, section 62 (b) the bill allows the AEC to sell the 
notes and mortgages on terms set by the AEC. It may be assumed that these 
mortgages will be sold at discount. We feel that it would not,be unreasonable 
for us to ask that these houses be sold to us at the same percentage reduction 
as the AEC will later sell these notes. If it is felt that for any reason this is 
unwise, we then recommend that Richland residents be given credit for a per- 
centage of their rent paid since 1949, the year of the major rent increase. Rental 
credit as equity would not depress the real-estate market. This percentage of 
rent should be great enough to serve as a downpayment. In the case of the duplex 
rent from both sides should apply, the other side matching the equity of the 
senior occupant. A great number of the lower income group may be presumed 
not to have sufficient cash for a downpayment. 

I would like t> point out the particular hardship that is being made upon the 
duplex buyer. The type C duplexes are the most expensive houses in town 
selling at up to $21,000. Yet these houses are occupied for the most part by the 
ordinary plant worker and lower echelon supervision. If the occupant of these 
houses has a gross salary of $4,000 to $6,000, real-estate counselors tell us he 
should not be buying a house costing more than $10,000 to $15,000. Some people 
consider that the duplex is an investment. But we are not in a financial posi- 
tion to be making this kind of an investment. And it seems reasonable to 
presume that these C type duplexes will have to bring in a pretty high rent. 
It may also be presumed that consequently they will be occupied by those with 
low seniority who have not been able to purchase, who will be the first to be 
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jaid off. The duplex owner may then expect a high turnover of tenants and 
frequent vacancy. Unless he can get some consideration he will be in an impos- 
sible situation. He can handle the mortgage if he, along with everyone else, is 
given a good-sized reduction in the appraised price, or consideration for some 
percentage of the rent the house has already brought in. 

Section 64 (b)—We feel that any ROF greater than 10 percent of the present 
force will bring a drastic devaluation of property. But since any figure is always 
subject to dispute, we recommend that the indemnity clause may be invoked if 
at any time the market value of the house falls below 10 percent of the sale 
price less 2 percent per year depreciation for 15 years. We further recommend 
that at this time the duplex owner shall be absolved of half his payments. 

Section 35.—We agree with the council’s recommendations regarding non- 
Government improvements. The duplex owner should not be forced to purchase 
improvements he may not want, and which he may consider a liability. If 
section 35 went through this would be an excellent way for someone such as a 
junior tenant to make some spare-time cash. 

Nection 71.—We endorse the council's recommendation requiring the AEC to 
guarantee the condition of the premises at the expiration of the AEC tenant's 
occupancy over Whom the purchaser has no control for the first year. A lease 
is fine, but try and collect the damage. 

Thank you for your consideration. 


RICHLAND, WASH., May 15, 1955. 
Senator CLINTON P, ANDERSON, 
United States Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Although I like Richland and my home here very 
much, and although I would like to own my home, I do not want to buy under 
the terms of the proposed legislation. My reasons for opposing the proposed 
disposal plan are: (1) There is no realistic plan for Richland to become economi- 
cally a normal city; (2) the houses tend to be overpriced judging by the prelimi- 
nary Scurry Panel appraisal; (3) the time schedule of the sale procedure is 
dangerous to the prospective buyer; (4) there is no effective protection for the 
buyer against the hazard of serious reduction in plant activity. 

By way of explanation, allow me to point out that: 

No realistic plan for normalcy.—For many reasons, such as the temporary 
nature of the basic sewer and water systems, the operating cost of the city will 
be high and will in turn raise the tax level. The tax burden will be so dispropor- 
tionately high that business will be discouraged from coming here. The result 
will be high residential taxes. We shall have a city of war-weary houses with 
a tax structure appropriate to a swank suburb of a large thriving city. 

Houses were overpriced.—I am fortunate in having one of the newer (7-yvear- 
old) houses, but the plumbing system is so poor that the dishwater when drained 
from the kitchen sink runs into the laundry tubs and out the floor-drain onto the 
basement floor. We have stopped the latter by inserting a stopper in the floor 
drain, but we have lost the drain protection in the event of a broken water pipe. 
Housing advises us that it would cost too much to correct this condition. The 
hardwood floors are so poorly laid that I have repeatedly filled the eighth-inch 
cracks between the boards. The framework of the building is so weak that 
despite attempts to jack it up and strengthen it, the living-room floor has soft 
squeaky spots, the walls continue to crack despite patching, and the hall door 
swings eerily open. To appreciate the condition of the floor, you would have 
to see the arm of our record player bounce when a 50-pound child would dance 
in front of it. We moved the record player until it straddled the main floor beam 
to keep from pocking our records. Please remember that this is one of the more 
desirable types of houses. Housing tells us that it would cost too much to correct 
all the weak floors. 

The timing for the sale procedure is dangerous.—Section 307 of the proposed 
bill has the same wording as section 107 of last year’s bill which was condemned 


by General Manager W. E. Johnson of the General Electric Co. His point was 


that it was unfair to ask a prospective buyer to make a firm commitment within 
30 days when it is practically impossible for him to ascertain whether or not 
he can arrange a loan for the purchase. I certainly look with suspicion on the 
authors of the present bill who retain the mousetrap clause. I doubt if men of 
honor would continue to retain it. 
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Vo effective protection for the jobless—The protection from a deficiency 
judgment is scarcely any protection at all. The buy-back recommendation of 
the Scurry Panel, if practical, is far superior. As proposed this bill encourages 
low downpayments as a hedge against the collapse of the market. 

It seems interesting to note that the same group would profit from a low down- 
puyment with high installments arrangement as would profit should the occu- 
pants be frightened into yielding their priorities because of mousetrap provision 
in section 307. 

The question may be asked: How do I propose to make the bill attractive and 
fair? The matter of normalcy for Richland is beyond me, but IT do have some 
suggestions for the removal of my other objections. Price the houses somewhere 
between 50 and 70 percent of their fair market value and omit any buy-back or 
deficiency judgment protection. This would be in line with Government practice 
in selling other wartime surplus including war plants. Of course, I would advo- 
cate a reasonable sales schedule, something in the order of 4 months’ time for the 
priority buyer to make his commitment. 

It is my earnest wish that you and your committee will be able to sift and 
evaluate the arguments on both sides of this issue and bring forth a fair and 
workable bill. Allow me to extend my thanks to you for your kindness in con- 
sidering my views. 

I am taking the liberty of sending copies of this letter to Senator Henry M. 
Jackson, the Washington Senator on your committee, and to Congressman Don 
Magnuson, in order that they too may be aware firsthand of my opinions. 

Very truly yours, 
Pau. F, X. DUNIGAN. 





RICHLAND, WasuH., May 12, 1955, 


JAMES E. Morris, 
Richland, Wash. 


Deak Sirk: From Mr. Strauss’ letter of April 12, 1954, to Congressman Cole— 
“I think there will be no dispute that only under the most unusual circum- 
stances should citizens of the United States be denied opportunities for self- 
government and for private ownership of residential and commercial real 
property 

Richland and Oak Ridge are “most unusual circumstances.” The employees 
of these atomic cities have learned to live a fairly normal life in a No. 1 target 
area with due respect for plant rules, company policies, security regulations 
and laws in general. As the situation now stands, the regulations of security, 
operation, and city management are accepted from the respected authority of 
the Government as owner, operator and landlord. However, after material 
investment in private ownership, the property owners should and will expect 
the privileges of self-government. The resigned attitude of the Hanford Works 
employees is the product of American citizens working together for national 
defense and the peacetime production of atomic energy under the supervision 
of AEC as employer-landlord. 

“Private ownership” is a desirable privilege, but not in a Government-con- 
trolled, one-occupation target area. “Self-government” is for normal communi- 
ties with normal industries. 

The resigned attitude of the atomic city’s employees will soon disappear when 
the “vetoes” from behind closed doors overrule the voter’s ballot. The com- 
plete and continued disregard of the voter’s “No” on the “private ownership” 
question in the last election has proved that self-government for the atomic 
cities is out of the question. 

There are acreages, building lots, and homes for sale within a few minutes 
drive from Richland for the “denied” would-be self-governing, property owners 
who persist in promoting the disregard of majority votes and public opinion. 

May the majority rule. 

A. C. ForsytuH. 

P. S.—I was a prewar landowner in Richland. To date, I have never been 
paid for my share and interest of the Richland Irrigation District as were 
residents of White Bluffs, Hanford, Priest Rapids, etc. To my knowledge all 
court rulings on this suit have granted payment in our favor. Can Richland 
legally be sold with this suit and unpaid debt pending? 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
Olympia, February 14, 1955. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
National Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

(FENTLEMEN: As the representative of the people of Richland and at the request 
of the Richland Chamber of Commerce, I am writing you in support of the enab- 
ling legislation for the disposal of commercial and residential property. 

This legislation, which will ultimately result in the incorporation of Richland 
and its self government, is of tremendous importance to this area. It is important 
to all of us have this community considered as an integral part of our great State. 

We do not feel that Richland receives proper consideration with other communi- 
ties of similar size in regard to connecting roads, ete. 

Anything that you can do to facilitate this movement will be greatly appre- 
ciated. 

Yours truly, 
At Henry, State Re prese ntative. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, February 18, 1955. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As Governor of the State of Washington, I have 
received a considerable amount of correspondence relating to the enabling legis- 
lation introduced in the 88d Congress, 2d session, which would authorize the dis- 
posal of commercial and residential property in Richland. Wash. At the last 
session a bill identified as H. R. S861, introduced by Hon. Sterling Cole, of New 
York, was referred to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The passage of 
such a bill has been recommended by the President. 

I wish to convey that the expeditious termination of Federal ownership and 
management of communities such as Richland, Wash., is in the best interest of 
the people of the United States and the State of Washington. We are anxious, 
of course, that the termination of such controls be accomplished in any manner 
which will not impede the atomic-energy program. At the same time the principle 
of the establishment of local self-government for these Communities is of vital in- 
terest to the citizens of our State. 

Apparently this bill has not yet been introduced in the current session. How- 
ever, I wish to go on record as strongly favoring the adoption of the principles 
set forth in the bill introduced at the last session and to encourage your early 
and favorable consideration of any new bill embodying substantially the same 
policy. The people of the community of Richland and of this State generally 
are interested in the adoption and the implementation of such a policy. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR B. LANGLIE, 


Governor. 


RICHLAND, WasH., July 4, 1955. 
Dear SENATOR JACKSON: The last appraisal of our prefab is most unreasonable. 
Last week the surveyors cut down the size of our lot considerably. It would be 
unwise for us to buy this house. I would buy a trailer house first. 
Fortunately, we have the downpayment for a $15,000 home in Kennewick, so 
we'll soon be moving—with a great relief. 
Yours truly, 
3ARBARA FOUTS. 
Mrs. John Fouts. 


I live in one of those unreconditional prefabs and have lived there 11 years. 
It is weathertight, vermin-free, sanitary, and very comfortable. 
I wish to buy, have disposed of other property in anticipation of buying. 
CHARLES E. BENTON. 
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RICHLAND, WASH., July 5, 1955. 
CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY. 

GENTLEMEN: It has been stated that the antidisposal group represents the peo- 
ple of Richland since the council did not do so, yet the Richland Citizens League 
was recently formed since it also felt no one represented the people. I propose 
that the only people who felt they were not represented are those on the respec- 
tive committees who wished to stir up a commotion and make a lot of noise for 
their own personal interest. I personally obtained the ballots from the March 
8, 1955 election and sorted out the cards marked “No” on the disposal question 
from district I. Mike McCormack the leader of the Richland Citizens League ran 
(as a sticker candidate) for the council in that district. He was defeated, but 
more important, of the 700 ballots marked against disposal only 280 were marked 
for him. The other 420 were either marked for the other candidate or were blank. 
Therefore he does not represent the people or even the people who are against 
disposal. 

It should be pointed out that there was general confusion in regard to the 
question on the ballot and many no votes were against the bill introduced in 1954 
and not against the idea of disposal. It should also be pointed out that the people 
who signed the petition circulated by the Richland Citizens League were opposing 
any bill proposed prior to June 1955—not the present bill or the idea of disposal. 

I would also like to state that many interested citizens entered constructively 
with the council, into a program of bill revision to obtain what the people wanted 
while those few who were loud in their opposition did not offer anything con- 
structive. They confined their activity to condemning the proposed bills and those 
who were trying to be constructive. 

However, in private Mike McCormack told me that he would trust the predis- 
posal group to get him the best bill possible and he would confine his efforts to 
stoping or stalling any action. 

Yours truly, 
EpWIN T. MERRILL, 


P. S.—Please excuse the paper and the fact that this is not typed but this is 
all that was available and I wanted to give them to you before the hearing 
closed. 

P. P. S.—I did not send my card (requesting disposal action) back to the cham- 
ber because I did not wish to give anyone a blank check. I am only interested 
if I get a fair deal. I think most of the other unreturned cards were not returned 
for the same reason. It definitely does not mean “no” if a card was not returned. 


RICHLAND, WaASH., July 6, 1955. 
Hon. Senator Henry M. Jackson, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: There seems to be some misunderstanding between 
myself and Dr. Cornelius Groot, with whom I have identified the prodisposal 
group. 

I contacted Dr. Groot personally to have him meet with other committee 
members on the study of financial problems and such information as necessary. 

This committee consisted of Mr. Ray Gilbert, chairman, Mr. Bert Sellin, man- 
ager of the National Bank of Commerce, and Mr. Ed Merrill. The meeting 
place was in the National Bank of Commerce Building. Our records are not 
complete as to the date of this meeting. The undersigned will vouch that Dr. 
Groot was present and participated in the meeting. 

I am enclosing with this letter a copy of the Columbia Basin News where Dr. 
Groot introduced a resolution of the 50 percent sale price at a meeting advocat- 
ing disposal. 

As our records do not include complete names, except for committee chair- 
men and some members of the committees, we all anticipated that Dr. Groot 
was a prodisposalist. According to his testimony yesterday, he advocated pro- 
disposal. I don’t know what the reason was for Dr. Groot making the state- 
ment he did at yesterday’s hearing. 

The prodisposal group, of course, is a nonprofit organization without complete 
records as to who the members are. 

I was present at a number of meetings which Mrs. Groot attended. That is 
my reason for establishing or stating that these people were prodisposalists. 

I also contacted Dr. Groot to see if he would present the brief for the pro- 
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disposalists. His answer was “no,” as he was presenting one himself. Still, at 
this time, as late as Friday, July 1, 1955, he had not told me that he was not 
a member of our group. 

Gentlemen, under the above circumstances, I was certainly astounded at the 
hearing. In view of the above information, please use your own judgment. 

We certainly hope that you can show us consideration in getting this further 
testimony, if you desire to call it that, into the record. 

Again, let me ask that such people responsible look at and examine all testi- 
mony that was given yesterday with an eye to the validity of such testimony. 

Thanking you very much for any consideration shown. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. M. CLARK. 


(Par. 3) This is to witness that Dr. Groot was present as an invited guest of 
the described Finance Committee meeting. 
Ray D. GILpert, 
Chairman, Finance Committee, Prodisposalist. 


OFFICE OF THE PROSECUTING ATTORNEY OF BENTON CouUNTY, 
Prosser, Wash., July 7, 1955. 
Re Richland disposal. 
Mr. GEORGE NorRIs, 
Subcommittee counsel, 
Joint Atomic Energy Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Norris: It was indeed a pleasure to meet you again in Richland and 
have you again give consideration to the problems of Benton County which arise 
under the suggested disposal legislation for Richland. 

While I feel that section 91 of chapter 9 certainly clarifies the situation as to 
our particular problem in Benton County, I still feel that the matter should be 
further clarified to take care of the interim period between the date of transfer 
and the time the transferred property could be assessed and the date on which 
we would receive taxes from said assessment. 

I therefore suggest for your consideration, an amendment to subsection a of 
section 91 and am setting forth same in the exhibit attached hereto. We believe 
this to be very important in that the time element involved here cannot be less 


/ 


than 1314 months between assessment and collection of tax and under most of 
the dates of transfer would constitute a period of some 25144 months between 
assessment and collection of taxes. 

-In behalf of the county commissioners and other county Officials, I wish to ex- 
tend our thanks for the courtesies shown us by yourself. 

Very truly yours, 
HERBERT H. Davis, 
Deputy Prosecuiting Attorney. 


CHAPTER 9 

Section 91. * * * 

(a) The approximate real property taxes and assessments for local improve- 
ments which would be paid to the governmental entity upon property within the 
community if such property were not exempt from taxation by reason of Federal 
ownership and during the period the property is in Federal ownership after the 
date of transfer and also during the period after transfer from the date of the 
first assessment of said property for tax purposes to the date of collection of tax 
on said assessment; 


tk * * * * * 
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GENERAL ELECTRIC Co., 
Richland, Wash., July 5, 1955. 


Re proposed Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955, committee print of June 30, 
1955. 
Mr. GEORGE Norris, Jr., 
Counsel, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Richland, Wash. 

Dear Mr. Norris: In the course of Mr. W. E. Johnson's testimony today at 
the community disposal hearing in Richland, he indicated that there were some 
drafting points and several small matters which his associates believed appro- 
priate for the attention of the committee staff. This letter is written in response 
to the request of the subcommittee for the comments Mr. Johnson alluded to in 
his testimony. 


SUGGESTED CHANGES IN THE BILL TO ACCOMMODATE SYSTEM OF TEST SALES 


In chapter 3, Appraisals and Price, it is suggested that a new section 31 be 
inserted at the head of the chapter: 

“Section 31. Preliminary sales.—Preliminary to the start of the disposal pro- 
gram authorized by this Act and immediately upon its passage, the Commission, 
in order to facilitate the appraisal of current fair market value, is authorized 
and directed to sell at public auction for cash or credit and upon such terms as 
may be appropriate, dwelling units at Oak Ridge and Richland which become 
vacant from time to time.” 

Section 31 should be renumbered as section 32, and the first sentence of the 
section revised to read as follows: “Ater such period of selling at public auction 
pursuant to section 31 as the Commission shall deem appropriate, the Commis- 
sion shall secure appraisals of all property which is to be sold under this Act.” 

The following should be added at the end of section 51: “The sales at public 
auction provided for in section 31 shall proceed prior to the making of the finding 
provided for in this section.” 

Section 54 should be revised to read as follows: “Section 54. Cash sales. 
All sales shall be for cash, and the buyer shall arrange for the necessary 
financing, except as otherwise prescribed by the Commission with respect to 
sales under section 31 and except as provided in chapter 6 of this Act.” 

Section 55 (d) should be revised to read as follows: “(d) In transferring 
any property pursuant to sections 31 and 52, may impose such restrictions and 
requirements relating to the use of the premises and to public health and safety. 
prior to the transfer of municipal functions to the city, as the Commission may 
deem appropriate ; and”. 

MISCELLANEOUS POINTS 


In section 21 (h) (p. 5, line 18 of the committee print) the word “reserva- 
tion” is used. The fact is that Hanford is not a true military reservation in 
the technical sense. On the few occasions when terminology has been discussed 
in our litigated cases, the phrase “Federal area” was generally agreed to be 
the commonly acceptable one. 

In section 36, page 9, lines 10-11, we think the language “together with any 
services received for the salvage of the old house,” should be revised to read 
“together with the reasonable value of salvage of the old house,” so that the 
Government could look behind sales lacking in bona fides. 

In section 42, we think that lines 13-16 on page 10 should be revised to read: 
“(b) give such preference to occupants, project-connected persons, and incom- 
ing employees as the Commission finds necessary or desirable, giving due con- 
sideration to the following factors ;” 

The foregoing change is. prompted by the definitions of “occupants” and 
“project-connected persons” as individually having such status on the “offering 
date.” It is believed that AEC by rule or regulation may have to give special 
consideration to new arrivals on the project during the disposal process. 

In section 91, we suggest that the first three lines of the section (p. 24, lines 
3-5) should be revised to read: 

“From the date of transfer of any municipal installations to a governmental 
or other entity at the community,” ete. 

Our thought here is that the hospital could be transferred to a nonprofit 
corporation or a religious body, as well as to a hospital district. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE C, BUTLER. 
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RICHLAND, WasH., July 11, 1955. 
Hon. Henry M. JACKSON, 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: We of the Richland Citizen's League wish to express 
our appreciation to you for taking time from your busy schedule to hold hearings 
in Richland on July 5. Upset as we were at the short time available to prepare 
testimony on a bill we had never seen, we were grateful for the chance to express 
our views before disposal legislation is introduced. We hope that you found the 
hearings informative enough to justify the travel ordeal and the interruption 
of your other activities. 

In response to your request that the Richland Citizen’s League attempt to 
establish a formula for determining the sale prices of houses that would be ac- 
ceptable to Richland residents, we have prepared the accompanying brief. 

We have outlined what we consider to be the attitudes of the five major 
interested parties in this matter. These are the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the Congress, the General Electric 
Co, and the citizens of Richland. 

We have also outlined three alternate proposals, each accompanied by an 
evaluation. 

We want to emphasize that in these briefs we are attempting to interpret the 
interests and attitudes of the people of Richland, and each brief recommends 
what we think the people of Richland would accept without a deleterious effect 
on morale. 

If the preseure to sell Oak Ridge at this time is overwhelming, then it seems 
consistent that Richland should be considered individually, as is Los Alamos. 
The reference to Los Alamos is not made facetiously, since we consider that Rich- 
land is no more ready or able to become a normal community than is Los Alamos. 
We simply cannot accept the security argument with respect to Los Alamos, 
where, we understand, there will be an open house for the city and parts of the 
plant on July 17-19, 1955. 

As you are no doubt aware, disposal legislation presents a difficult and com- 
plex problem. Although the following suggestions may appear unusual in some 
respects, they seem to offer the most realistic solutions to the problems as we 
see them. 

Very truly yours, 
C. G. “MIKE” McCorMACK, 
(For the Richland Citizen’s League). 


A BRIEF CONTAINING THREE ALTERNATE PLANS FOR DISPOSAL LEGISLATION FOR 
RICHLAND, WASH. 


Submitted to the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy by a sub- 
committee from The Richland Citizens League, July 11, 1955 


SECTION 1 


This brief, containing three alternate plans for the disposal of Richland in a 
manner acceptable to its residents, has been prepared by a subcommittee of the 
Richland Citizens League. Every attempt has been made to base all conclusions 
on our estimate of the attitudes and interests of a large majority of the people 
of Richland. In addition, an effort has been made to reflect the pesitions of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the Con- 
gress, and the General Electric Co. 


SECTION 2 


It is our belief that the people of Richland oppose the disposal of Richland 
because : 

1. They have no general desire to buy the houses in which they live, especially 
in view of the very substandard character of at least half the dwellings. 

2. They feel justifiably insecure about the future of the Hanford project and, 
in consequence, about the future of Richland. 

3. They know that no industrial tax base exists to support their city, and 
that it may well be very difficult to develop such a tax base. 
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We believe that any disposal legislation which fails to fully consider these 
attitudes will encounter hostility and resistance, and will materially impair the 
morale of the working force at Hanford. 

We believe that the people of Richland have indicated by vote, petition, and 
letter that they prefer that no disposal legislation whatsoever be passed, that 
the status quo is satisfactory from their standpoint, and that it should be satis- 
factory from the standpoint of the Federal Government, because : 

1. It would cost the Government more to dispose of Richland than to continue 
to operate it, under any feasible disposal scheme. 

2. Unsatisfactory disposal legislation will destroy Richland morale. 

3. The Government would place itself in a poor ethical position by forcing 
captive buyers to buy a “white elephant” in the form of deteriorating, substand- 
ard housing at unfavorable terms, or by imposing a disposal program that would 
involve major dislocations within the community. 

Nevertheless, the people of Richland are aware of the pressure from several 
sources to dispose of Richland, and grudgingly sympathize with most arguments 
for disposal. Furthermore, while they prefer no action at all. they fear unsatis- 
factory legislation even more. Therefore, it is our opinion that any one of the 
following three plans would be acceptable in the immediate future to the people 
of Richland. It should be emphasized that these proposals are not presented as 
delaying tactics from which to bargain, but they are what we sincerely believe to 
be the minimum acceptable proposal in each case which would ‘“* * * not im- 
pede the accomplishment of the purposes and programs established by the Atomic 
Engery Act of 1954.” 

In our analyses, we have considered that the attitudes and interests of the 
other four major parties to a Richland disposal program may be summarized in 
the following statements: 

1. The Atomic Energy Commission wishes to get out of the housing and com- 
munity management businesses. 

(a) The Commission feels that its prime responsibility is the direction of 
production and research activities, and it finds management of housing and 
community management operations a significant dilution of managerial respon- 
Sibility. 

(b) However, the Commission feels that it must retain enough housing under 
at least loose control to be able to provide for key personnel. 

(c) Recognizing that a high level of community services is quite important 
to the maintenance of “conditions which will not impede the recruitment and 
retention of personnel essential to the atomic energy program,” the Commission 
is willing to engage in a financial assistance program for Richland, after disposal. 

2. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy is generally sympathetic to the 
wishes of the Commission, in the matter of disposal. 

(a) Moreover, the committee is, and has been, aware of pressure from some 
of the people of Richland in favor of disposal. 

(b) Until recently, the committee has been largely unaware of the existence 
of extensive popular opposition to disposal. 

3. The Congress is basically quite responsive to recommendations from the 
Joint Committee in the disposal question. 

(a) However, many Members of Congress wish to get the Federal Government 
entirely out of the housing business. 

(b) All Congress prefers that the task of community operations reside in 
governmental entities lesser than the Federal Government, if at all possible. 

4. The position of the General Electric Co. is quite close to that of the 
Commission. 

(a) The company recognizes that it has too great an influence in the lives of 
its employees, in its present dual role of employer and community manager, 
especially since employment control also implies control over permission for 
Richland residency. 

(b) It is poor business technique and poor public relations for a manufac- 
turing business to operate a community. 


SECTION 3 


Plan A 


Description 
This plan is similar to the proposals contained in the committee print of June 


30, 1955. It differs in that it establishes a definite sale price for the houses, a 
more liberal indemnity clause, a continuing program for financial support to 
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community in lieu of taxes, and a board of arbitration. (To facilitate consid- 
eration of this plan, a series of suggested revisions to the committee print, item- 
ized section by section has been provided in appendix 1. ) 

A, Sale of houses.—The houses are to be sold at 50 percent of the Benton 
County assessor’s “replacement price” (according to the Washington State Tax 
Commissioner’s Manual) on a contract basis, with up to 10 years to pay. The 
lots are to be sold at $1,000 per acre in all cases. Title-insured deeds are to be 
held by the buyer, and a completely transferable, completely returnable contract 
is to be held by the Government finance agency. No downpayment is to be re- 
quired, but any payment, up to 100 percent cash, may be made at any time. 

The interest rate is to be 5 percent on the unpaid balance. 

B. Indemnity—Any buyer may, at any time, and for any reason, sell his in- 
terest in his contract for whatever price he is able to obtain, and to whomever he 
may choose, except that no sale price in excess of 110 percent of the original sale 
price will be permitted within 2 years of the date of the original sale. If, at any 
time, the deed holder is unable to sell his interest in his contract for at least 95 
percent of the unpaid balance, he may return his deed and cancel his contract 
with no liability whatsover, provided that all payments due to date have been 
made, that no willful damage has been done the property, and that his service 
charge of 5 percent of the unpaid balance be paid to the financing agency. 

C. Financial support to the community.—Payments in lieu of taxes sufficient 
to maintain municipal services at their present level will be made annually on a 
lump sum basis to the municipal executive council or manager, the school board, 
and administrative agencies of other service entities. These payments shall be 
of such amounts that local taxes on privately owned real estate need never ex- 
ceed the Washington State constitutional limit for permanent taxation by more 
than 10 mills. 

D. Board of arbitration—A board of arbitration, responsible directly to Con- 
gress, Shall be established. It shall have authority to arbitrate disputes between 
the Commission or other administrative agency on the one hand; and the city, 
any agency serving the community or school district, or any individual or group 
of individuals, on the other hand. 

FE. Miscellaneous.—The Government may sell its interest in purchase con- 
tracts at any time and in any manner it may desire, provided that any deed 
holder may have the option of buying his contract at the highest price avail- 
able to the Government at the time of sale, and provided further, that the 
deed holder shall have 1 month from time of notification to decide whether or 
not he wishes to buy. 

Rent to junior tenants of duplex units may not exceed present rates for 5 
years from date of sale. No junior tenant may be evicted from a duplex unit 
within less than 1 year from date of sale. 

Except in extreme cases, only vacant houses may be removed from service 
and destroyed for reason of poor quality. 

Discussion 

A. Sale price——There are numerous reasons for establishing the sale price 
at 50 percent of the “replacement value” : 

1. The “replacement value” is a predetermined figure readily available for 
consideration. (See appendix 2.) It should be established that this value is 
appreciably higher than the present market value of the houses because it is 
based on the actual cost of replacing a present substandard, deteriorating house 
with a new standard house of the same dimensions and apparent quality. 

2. The purchase prices should be sufficiently attractive that a substantial 
majority of Richland residents will be willing to buy the houses they now 
occupy. Approximately 50 percent of the population of the United States lives 
in rented homes, either by choice or circumstances. Considering the large frac- 
tion of substandard housing in Richland, it would be expected that at least half 
the residents would not normally buy. 

3. Many Richland houses may not last beyond a 10 year contract. 

4. More than half of the houses in Richland are substandard. 

5. Maintenance and upkeep will be high on most of the houses in this com- 
munity. 

6. No prospective buyer has a choice concerning the house he buys. Most 
occupants chose their houses from a very limited field and with no intent to bny. 

7. The “monotony factor” created by mass-produced housing is important in 
establishing the true value of a house. There are 1,000 identical houses placed 
side by side in one section of Richland, and there are other, less extreme cases 
of duplication in other parts of the city. 
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8. Richland is a one-industry town. In addition to social complications caused 
by this situation, the economic hazard may be severe. 

9. In areas where there are large concentrations of substandard housing, in- 
centive to maintain the houses and lots may be low, resulting in a general run- 
down condition of the entire area. 

B. Advantages of plan A.—There are numerous advantages to plan A, not 
found in other plans suggested to date: 

1. It provides a simple formula for establishing the sale price of each house, 
and a workable program for selling them, thus making the entire plan feasible. 

2. The sale price is sufficiently attractive that most houses will be bought by 
their present occupants, thus minimizing dislocations. 

3. The Government is able to “get out of the housing business” in a maximum 
of 10 years, probably a shorter time than any other plan has provided. 

1, Since total housing costs to residents will remain about the same as at 
present, and community services in Richland will be maintained, morale prob- 
lens as a result of disposal will be minimized. 

5. By using the county assessor’s average replacement cost, ho appraisal of 
the individual houses, with its delay and expense, is required. Furthermore, by 
assessing all houses of one type identically, no one will be penalized for having 
provided improvements on his property at his own expense, which would then 
increase the assessed value, and therefore the cost of his house. 

C. Disadvantages of plan A.—There are at least two disadvantages to plan A, 
both of which, however, may be overcome by the low sale price: 

1. Plan A involves a forced sale, wherein captive buyers must buy the house 
in which they live, or else, very probably, none. This will cause dissatisfaction 
which must be overcome by the low sale price. 

2. The uniform appraisal of all units of one type will create minor inequities. 
These are believed to be small, however, because of the present company policy 
of completely renovating each house between tenants, 

Plan B 


De x«) ption 

Plan Bois unique, and possibly without precedent, in the sale of Government 
property. According to this plan, the people of Richland would incorporate at 
once, and with the aid of Congress and the AEC, this corporation would buy the 


entire physical city of Richland from the Federal Government for the price of 
$1 plus 50 percent of all profit derived from the operation of the city for the 


next 2O vears, It is assumed that with this accomplished, the city council would 
hire a city manager who could, with the aid of hired professional assistants 
operate the city at profit. A resident could then choose whether to buy or to 


rent his house. 
Discussion 


1. Advantages of plan B—There are numerous advantages of plan B: 
1. This plan would cost the Government less than any other proposal made 


to date, because not only would there be a return from operational profits for a. 


period of twenty (20) years with no requirement for operational subsidies, but 
also the extensive bookkeeping necessary for financing and indemnity as proposed 
in other plans would be totally eliminated. 

2. The decision to rent or buy on the part of Richland residents would be 
settled freely, and by each individual for himself. 

3. The Federal Government would get out of the housing business so far as 
Richland is concerned, finally, completely, immediately, and forever. 

4. Current and anticipated income and expenditures for the city indicate that 
such a plan would render the city financially solvent. (See appendix 3.) 

5. No individual resident of Richland would be liable to the Federal or State 
Governments in the event of the financial insolvency of the city corporation. 

6. The General Electric Co. would be relieved of its obligation to municipal 
administration 
7. The Federal Government would be free from any present or future subsidy 
to maintain the city. 

8. The incorporated city would offer an operative indemnity clause on the 
purchase of houses, thus encouraging homeownership. 

B. The disadvantages of plan B.—The disadvantages of plan B are: 

1. It is a novel proposal, with which the people of Richland are not yet familiar. 

2. The proposal appears to be a giveaway, and would probably require “selling” 
to Congress. 
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3. In the event of cutback in production at the Hanford project, the incorpo- 
rated city of Richland might encounter serious financial difficulties. 


Plan C 
Description 

Plan C is identical to plan A with the following exceptions : 

A. The administering agency shall not be the Atomic Energy Commission, but 
shall be another Federal agency, such as the Housing and Home Finance Admin- 
istration or the General Services Administration. 

B. No Richland resident shall be forced to buy any house. However, any 
resident may buy his house if he wsihes. The sale price shall be 75 percent of 
the Benton County assessor’s replacement value. 

C. The Federal Government shall finance these purchases under FHA or its 
equivalent, except that no downpayment shall be required. 

D. The indemnity obligation of the Federal Government shall extend over 
15 years. 

E. Rents may not be changed for 10 years. 

Discussion 


A. Advantages of plan C.— 
The advantages of plan C are: 
1. No person is obliged to buy a house. 


2. The Atomic Energy Commission is allowed to get out of the housing and 
home management business entirely. 
3. A purchaser of a house is given some opportunity to shop for the louse 


of his choice. 

4. Fixing the rents precludes any possibility of pressuring a leaseholder into 
buying as the lesser of two evils. 
B. Disadvantages of plan C. 

The disadvantages of plan C are: 

1. The Federal Government does not get out of the housing business entirely. 

2. Confusion may arise in a situation where the Federal Government is pro 
viding most of the financial support for Community services, and a local com- 
munity council is spending it. 

SECTION 4 

Conclusions 


Our subcommittee was not able to find one of the plans generally superior to 
the others. Support for plan A on the basis of completeness of sale and relative 
ease for the transition to private ownership was counterbalanced by support for 
the fundamental fairness of plan B and in turn by the fashion in which plan C 
acceded to al! local wishes concerning purchasing or continuing to rent and also 
enabled the Atomic Energy Commission to end its housing and community man 
agement functions. The virtual forced sale to captive buyers which is character- 
istic of plan A compares with the very novelty of plan B and with the indefinite 
incompleteness of transition of plan C. 

We regard it as probable that the Congress would be most receptive to plan 
A; that in the long term Richland residents would appreciate the freedom and 
responsibility granted them by plan B; and that all parties might find the 
gentleness of transition in plan C a virtue for the present. 

In summary, then, we regard each of these plans as acceptable and workable, 
and we recommend them equally to the consideration of the Joint Committee, the 
Congress, and the Atomic Energy Commission. 


APPENDIX 1 
Suggested revisions to the committees print of June 30, 1955, According to Plan A 


A. General Provisions 

Section 31. Appraisals.—Appraisals shall be made by the Benton County 
assessor. Appraisals will be the average replacement value for any house of a 
given type. Appraisals of individual houses will not be made. 

Section 32. Basis of appraisals.—The appraisal value for dwellings shall be 
the replacement value to be determined according to the provisions of the Wash 
ington State Tax Commissioner's Manual Lots shall be appraised at $1,000 
per acre. 

Section 34. Sales prices— * * * The sales price shall be 50 percent of the 
replacement value. 
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Section 35. Improvements.—Omit. 

Section 36. New houses.— * * * Erects a new single-family house in its place 
within 5 years from the date of purchase at a cost of not less than the ap- 
praised value of the former house shall be subject to an additional deduction 
such that the purchaser shall pay the Commission only the appraised value of 
the lot at the time of sale together with any net sums received for salvage of 
the old house and rental on the old house at the current rate for the period he 
has occupied the dwelling after the initial date of sale. 

Section 42. Priorities.—See special sheet on priorities. 

Section 52. Disposal of property.—A. (1) Vacant structures, which in the 
opinion of * * * 

Section 54. Cash sales.—Omit. 

Section 55. Form and provisions of instruments.—A. Shall be as simple as the 
Commission shall find appropriate and shall be title insured. 

C. Omit. 

E. Omit. 

Section 61. Contract purchase.—Omit. 

Section 62.—Commission jfinancing.—A. All sales will be made on a contract 
basis with up to 10 years to pay. ‘Title-insured deeds will be held by the buyer 
and a completely transferrable, completely returnable contract will be held by 
the Government finance agency. No downpayment will be required, but any 
payment up to 100 percent cash may be made at any time. The interest rate 
will be 5 percent on the unpaid balance. 

B. The Government may sell its interest in purchase contracts at any time 
and in any manner it may desire, provided that any deed holder may have the 
option of buying his contract at the highest price available to the Government 
at the time of sale and provided further that the deed holder shall have 1 
month from time of notification to decide whether or not to buy. 

Sections 63, 64, 65, 66—Indemnity.—See special sheet covering indemnity. 

Section 71. Occupancy by existing tenants——Upon application * * * made 
within 90 days, * * * 

Section 91. Basis of assistance.—A. Omit. 

Section 116. Administrative review.—The Board of Arbitration, responsible 
directly to Congress, shall be established. It shall have authority to arbitrate 
disputes between the Commission or other administrative agency on the one 
hand; and the city, any agency serving the community or school district, or any 
individual or group of individuals on the other hand. 

B. Priorities 

A. The following rights of priority shall be applicable in the sale of property 
for private residential use: 

For Government-owned single-family houses: 

First priority—The occupant. 

Second priority—Junior residents of duplex units who have not had the 
opportunity to buy their houses. 

Third priority—Any resident not owning another Richland house at the 
time of sale. 

Fourth priority—Any project-connected person who is a member of a family. 

Fifth priority—Any project-connected person. 

For Government-owned duplex houses: 

First priority—That one of the occupants who has the longer continuous 
occupancy of a family dwelling unit in the house in question, herein- 
after called the “senior occupant.” 

Second priority—That one of the occupants who has the shorter continuous 
occupancy of a family dwelling unit in the house in question, hereinafter 
called the “junior occupant.” 

Third priority—A junior occupant of any duplex house. 

Fourth priority—Any resident. 

Fifth priority—Any project-connected person who is a member of a family. 

Sixth priority—Any project-connected person. 

For vacant residential land not under lease or license agreement : 

First priority—Any resident. 

Second priority—Any project-connected person. 

B. Conflicting claims between persons within the same priority group shall be 
resolved by the Commission on the basis of seniority of employment or service 
in any capacity coming within the definition of “project-connected persons” 
contained in subsection C hereof. In the event of identical seniority, the con- 

flicting claims shall be determined by drawing lots. 
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C. Indemnity provisions 

Section 63. Commission indemnity.—For a period of not more than 10 years 
after the date of enactment of this act, the Commission shall indemnify the 
purchaser, and any successor in title, of any single family or duplex house as 
set forth in this ¢hapter. This indemnity shall be incorporated in the deed 
given on the sale of Government-owned houses. 

Section 64. Community employment.—Onmit entirely. 

Section 65. Amount of indemnity.—The indemnity obligation of the Commission 
specified in section 68 shall be for 95 percent of such amount, less the sales 
price of the property, as would have remained unpaid under a loan entered into 
on the date of the execution of the original deed by the Commission 

1. Which was in the amount of the purchase price from the Commission 
and provided for equal monthly payments of principal and interest over a 
period of 10 years computed on the basis of interest and other charges of 
5 percent per annum; and 

2. On which all payments due to the date when notice was received by 
the Commission had been made. 

Section 66. Conditions of indemnity.—The Commission shall make the indem 
nity payment specified by section 65 only if 

A. The Commission received a notice from the owner of the property that 
he is about to sell the property for a sum less than the amount calculated 
pursuant to section 65. Such indemnity payment shall be made only if 

1. The sale is made in a manner which the Commission determined to 
afford adequate assurance of a fair price without excessive costs; and 

2. The Commission is given a week’s prior notice of the sale, and oppor- 
tunity to become a purchaser at the sale price. 

B. Or if the owner of the property is entirely unable to sell the property. 
In such circumstances the Commission is hereby authorized to purchase the 
property for sale. Payment by the Commission pursuant to a notice under 
this subsection or purchase of such property by the Commission to the person 
indemnified under section 63 with respect to that property. 


APPENDIX 2 


Replacement costs, appraisal values, and average rents for selected housing types 





Type Federal Replace- ae 
appraisa | ment ? cost month 
A (duplex) ___- Swubicae ans Patience ee | $7, 900 $11, 000 $35 
B (duplex) -___- bea ie ache nee ma ieee i Pv 8, 200 11, 800 40 
et cece idle dt ee ae bplcre cs eee ‘ 7, 200 7, 760 65 
Wists aléde sie ne a : =a ie” 6, 000 3, 690 58 
Shee 3é abs ; aa ; _ 7, 100 7, 260 58 
V pace cata * 6, 750 7, 140 56 
2 br prefab__ 3,775 4, 160 34 
Y (ranch). 8, 100 65 
Z (ranch) 8, 460 72 
Q 10, 070 86 
R hy 11, 070 8&8 
C (duplex)... 13, 500 63 


1 Average values from the Federal appraisal of 1953. 
? Preliminary estimates by the Benton County assessor. 
3 Figures in force since October 1953. 
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APPENDIX 3 


An estimate of income and expenditure for Richland at the present time 


Income: Millions 
PROG ica i ela ces Beaes na dapsone Ue = ateeea hice ie eer $3.5 
Municipal operation..._._.... <2. =. imho nwo ce aaa EO 
cate tax SORE WWW kk cee a ee Scan bene er - 

"TOGA. os sok sin Sis Sica pepe aceite: tts utes oo eo sctdlen oie Sadho ed ae 4.7 

Expenditure 

Musticinnk! ‘Onbeetiint =. 220.5 en ei le eee See ae 


Landlord service putida eae 
School operation__— ae ee. Se i . 
metal OieP RENO. icons nee esanen be cee ame eaee es chunssentabal 
State Taxes oa i oS me a ee ee eee ks 


Capital construction and maintenaiets. oni 


Wl Oe Ot 


| 
‘ 


Total ——.. ; Gane cient seis cileiie aicpiana Saco aabag ais aes ae 
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STATEMENTS RECEIVED BY THE JOINT COMMITTEE FOR INCLUSION IN 
POSSIBLE HEARINGS AT WASHINGTON, D. C. 


STATEMENT OF W. R. JARMON, PRESIDENT, GENERAL TELEPHONE CO, OF THE NORTH- 
WEST RELATIVE TO DISPOSAL OF TELEPHONE PROPERTIES AT RICHLAND 


My name is W. R. Jarmon. I am president of General Telephone Co. of the 
Northwest. Our company provides telephone service to about 58,000 subscrib- 
ers through 66 exchanges in eastern Washington, northern Idaho, and western 
Montana. Our assigned territory includes the community of Richland as well 
as the neighboring communities of Kennewick, Benton City, Enterprise, Ply- 
mouth, and the intervening areas. My interest in the proposed disposal legis- 
lation refers entirely to the proposals for dealing with the existing communica- 
tions facilities in the coimmunity of Richland. The language of the proposed 
legislation is not entirely clear with respect to proposals for disposition, spe- 
cifically of existing communications facilities. It would appear, however, to 
foster generally the establishment of public ownership of utilities in the area, 
and is therefore a matter of deep concern to our company and to the telephone 
industry. I am sure that it will be helpful to your committee, in considering 
Various proposals, to be advised of the pertinent facts relating to this prob- 
lem as they concern the telephone facilities. I shall, therefore, relate briefly 
the pertinent facts in connection with the Government’s acquisitions in this 
area, the effect thereof upon existing rights, and the position of the General 
Telephone Co, because of this factual background. 

Prior to the development of the Hanford engineer project by the Federal 
Government early in 1943 the geographic area which was subsequently in- 
cluded in that project had been served by several operating telephone com- 
panies. Chief among these were first, the Columbia River Telephone Co., prac- 
tically all of whose territory was included in the project; second, the Pacfiic 
Telephone & Telegraph Co. which was a connecting company serving the Pasco 
exchange adn certain other territory; and third, the Kennewick Valley Tele- 
phone Co. which served the Richland exchange and to whose rights our com- 
pany has succeeded by purchase. 

The communications facilities were acquired by the Federal Government partly 
through negotiation and direct purchase and partly through condemnation. In 
connection with the acquisitions of these lands, and facilities by the Federal] 
Government, whether by purchase or condemnation, provision was expressly 
made for the preservation of the then existing serving rights and duties with 
regard to telephone service. This status with regard to the Richland area was 
meticulously recognized throughout the negotiations, in the option to pur- 
chase, and in the actual purchase. The same status was then later preserve 
in an order of the Washington Public Service Commission. This order was very 
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carefully prepared after extensive negotiations and conferences involving 
all of the parties coneerned. Since it sets out clearly the intentions and the 
rights and the duties of the parties involved, [| shall quote briefly from it. 

“Such special arrangements for service necessary to meet the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s requirements during the period of operation of this project. by such 
Government are in no way intended to alter the existing exchange areas and 
serving rights or responsibilities of the several telephone companies now serving 
the area, except that during such period as the Federal Government shall 
operate the communication system in such project area, the respective exchange 
area rights and obligations of the several telephone companies invoived will 
necessarily be temporarily interrupted. Such companies must be relieved of 
any responsibility for rendering telephone service or any obligation to rendet 
such service, in that portion of their filed exchange areas that now, or here- 
after may be overlapped by or be in conflict with the boundaries of the project 
known as Hanford engineer works. However, at the end of the period of opera 
tion of the communication system in the project area by the Federal Govern- 
ment, the obligation, responsibility, and rights to serve all of their respective 
exchange areas Will again automatically apply according to the tariffs of the 
several telephone companies now on file with the Department of Public Service.” 

In 1948 General Telephone Co. of the Northwest purchased all the property, 
assets, franchises, and permits of the Kennewick Valley Telephone Co. which in- 
cluded the right to serve the community of Richland. 
by the Washington Public Service Commission. 

The Richland area is included in the maps of exchange area boundaries filed in 
the tariffs of our company with the Washington Public Service Commission, 
and the Richland community has been consistently recognized 
the serving territory of General Telephone Co. of the Northwest with an obliga- 
tion and a correlative right to serve that area. This right was temporarily re 
linquished and the obligation temporarily excused by reason of the war emer 
gency. However, consistent with our serving rights in Richland, our company 
does furnish service through the ownership and operation of the public pay 
stations in that community, and our company also furnishes private branch 
exchange service at the Desert Inn Hotel. 

Having now outlined briefly the status of the territory in which the com 
munity of Richland is located with reference to telephone service, T want to 
state briefly the position of the General Telephone Co. with regard to proposals 
for the disposition of telephone facilities which were provided by the Gi: 
ment to meet its requirements by reason of the war emergency. 

First, our company is ready, willing and able at any time to assume agai 
the obligations and responsibilities for furnishing telephone service in all of 
assigned territory including the community of Richland. In that 
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connection we 
conceive it to be our responsibility to provide modern and efficient telephone sery 
ice, consistent with the needs of the community, at fair and reasonable rates 
approved by the proper regulatory authority. In our case that authority is the 
Washington Public Service Commission. We are already providing service in 
adjacent areas with which the service at Richland may well be, and should, 
the public interest, be integrated. 

As evidence of the ability of General Telephone Co. of the Northwest to provide 
high-grade, efficient, modern service I can point out that our company is a part 
of the general telephone system which provides telephone service to nearly 2 
million subscribers throughout the United States by means of 16 subsidiary com 
panies. Our own company and the parent company, General Telephone Corp 
of New York, have adequate financial resources, technical skill, and technicians to 
provide the best telephone service that modern science has developed. About 
SO percent of our facilities in 52 separate telephone exchanges are now 
automatic dial operation. Most of the remaining exchanges of our i 
are already programed for conversion to automatic dial operation Che WKen- 
newick, Wash., exchange, located some 12 miles from and contiguous to 
Richland, is scheduled for conversion to dial operation next month. Our com 
pany has recently successfully pioneered the use of customer toll dialing between 
various exchanges in the Northwest. The equipment is the most modern and 
efficient obtainable and is also designed for the future in that it can be promptly 
integrated into any national toll dialing system which may be developed 

Secondly, we think there is no longer justification for the Federal Govern 
ment to retain the ownership, control, and operation of the telephone system 
in the community of Richland, Wash. This is true regardless of whether gen 
eral disposal legislation is now enacted. It was the understanding of all parties 
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concerned, including the Government, that its ownership and operation should 
be only temporary during the existence of the war emergency. It would be 
inconsistent with that understanding to prolong the period further beyond the 
actual need. 

In this connection it is pertinent that the telephone facilities and the opera- 
tion of the communication system at Oak Ridge, Tenn., were originally installed 
and owned by the Government and some time ago were returned to the private 
utility in whose operating territory that community is located; while at Rich- 
land, Wash., the Government through its agent continues both to own and 
operate the telephone system. It would appear, therefore, that since both com- 
munities are treated without distinction in the proposed general legislation, the 
two communication systems should first be placed on a comparable basis. Other- 
wise, the legislation may inadvertently produce dissimilar results in the two 
areas to which it relates. A proper common basis would be to place the Rich- 
land telephone system under private operation in a manner similar to that at 
Oak Ridge. This would immediately serve to dispel doubts concerning the intent 
of the proposed legislation with respect to existing communication facilities in 
both communities. It is not clear from the present language whether the pro- 
posal contemplates authority to transfer the telephone utility facilities to a 
city or to some other State agency or other subdivision of the State. This 
creates an ambiguity which adversely affects the ability of our company to 
provide an integrated telephone service in the area and to make proper plans 
to meet the needs for service in the future, both at Richland and in its neighbor- 
ing communities. 

The ambiguity could be resolved through express recognition in the proposed 
enactment of the existing difference between the operation of the telephone 
facilities in the two communities, and then by making express provision for 
disposition of the Rich!and svstem in a manner comparable to what has already 
been accomplished at Oak Ridge. 

I want to make it clear that our company would not expect a gift of these prop- 
erties but would expect to pay a fair and reasonable price for all the facilities 
which are usable in a modern and efficient telephone system. This would do 
justice to the taxpayers who provided the money with which this telephone plant 
was constructed. It would also be fair to the ratepayers who would pay 
reasonable rates under the jurisdiction of the proper regulation authority. 

It would seem an unwarranted interference on the part of the Federal Govern- 
ment with local government to initiate or even to encourage, through promises 
of free gifts, the entry of public ownership and operation into the field of tele- 
phone activity in our State where cities are not now authorized to own and 
operate such a business under the law. The attorney general of the State of 
Washington has held that in our State a city does not have the power under 
existing laws to own or operate a telephone system. 

The only fair course would appear to be to follow through with the commit- 
ments which were made at the time the privately owned telephone facilities were 
supplanted by the Federal Government under the stress of national emergency. 
The bill as presently drafted lacks a straightforward approach to the fullfillment 
of those commitments which were made by the Government to the owners who 
cooperated in the establishment of this telephone facility by the Government 
in the national interest. This may well have been due to an oversight and it 
can readily be corrected by a provision in the bill to that effect. To this end I 
would suggest the following additions in the proposed legislation as embodied 
in the committee print dated June 30, 1955: 

On page 12, line 10, by inserting after the word “property” the following 
language, “including the property devoted to telephone use,” and 

On page 14 by inserting a new subsection 53 (e) as follows: “The real estate 
devoted to telephone use and telephone central office equipment and distribution 
facilities shall be sold as an entity at the appraised value thereof to the private 
telephone utility in whose operating territory such facilities are located.” 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate that our company is anxious to provide 
modern and efficient telephone service in this community and to properly integrate 
it with the surrounding telephone facilities. Our company will buy the property 
at a fair price; we will provide service at reasonable rates under proper regula- 
tion and we will pay taxes. We have the necessary managerial and other techni- 
cal skills, as well as the personnel and the financial resources, to take over and 
operate this telephone system efficiently, and, finally, we believe our company has 
both the duty and the right to serve this area. Under these circumstances it is 
in the public interest that the Government promptly relinquish its ownership 
and control of this service. 
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STATEMENT OF BRADFORD Ross, COUNSEL, UNITED STATES INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE 
ASSOCIATION, RELATIVE TO DISPOSAL OF TELEPHONE PROPERTIES AT RICHLAND, 
WASH. 


The United States Independent Telephone Association is a trade organization 
representing the independent telephone industry, an industry in which there 
are 5,100 companies throughout the Nation which are independent of the Bell 
System. These independents operate over 8% million telephones through 11,000 
separate exchanges. 

As a general principle, we subscribe to and endorse the proposition that 
government should not compete with private industry. Since that is so, we 
would support legislation which would turn back to private industry the opera- 
tion of tradiionally private enterprises taken over or developed by the Govern- 
ment in emergency situations. But we oppose operation of such enterprises by 
local government just as much as we oppose their operation by the Federal 
Government. In other words, as to such traditionally private enterprises, 
neither Federal nor local governmental competition is tolerable. Foremost 
among traditionally private enterprises, the telephone industry is an outstanding 
example of long and successful operation by private enterprise. 

These basic considerations stimulate our concern with certain provisions in 
the committee print, dated June 30, 1955, a bill providing for the disposal of 
federally owned properties at Oak Ridge, Tenn., and Richland, Wash. 

In addition to other provisions for sale of such properties, sections 82 and 83 
of this bill would authorize the “transfer” by the Atomic Energy Commission of 
“municipal installations” to the entities named in section 84. Section 84 (a) 
specifies that such transfers may be made to “the city at the community, the 
States in which the community is located, or any political subdivision or agency 
thereof,” if the governmental entity has the legal authority to receive the installa- 
tion. Section 84 (b) provides that, for a period of 4 years, in determining the 
entity to which particular “municipal installations” shall be transferred, the 
Commission shall be governed by the majority vote of the eligible voters residing 
in the community, or the incorporated city of Oak Ridge, Tenn... or Richland, 
Wash., as expressed in a municipal charter, referendum, or other officially recog- 
nized manner. If after 4 years no vote is taken, or if no officially recognized 
procedure for a vote exists, the Commission becomes free in its discretion to 
determine the transferee. 

Section 85 of the bill lists “municipal installations” authorized to be trans 
ferred and specifies therein, among others, properties suitable for municipal, 
utility, or comparable local public service purposes, and any fixtures, equipment, 
or other property appropriate to the operation, maintenance, or repair of the 
foregaing. 

These sections do not, as we read them, indicate an intent to rovide for disposal 
of telephone properties. But since such properties are not specifically dealt 
with, and since the rather loose word “utility” appears in section 85, as indicated 
above, it is possible that a contrary view might be advanced in the future. We, 
therefore, urge that specific provision be made in the bill for sale of telephone 
properties exclusively to 2 private telephone utility authorized to serve the area 
within which the properties are located. 

While the policy of the bill is presumably to terminate Government ownership 
and management of the properties in communities owned by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the provisions referred to above might possibly be interpreted as 
providing for and encouraging local governmental ownership and operation of 
telephone utilities in a field where Government has traditionally not undertaken 
to operate, either nationally or locally, except in exigencies such as when the 
Atomic Energy Commission in an emergency took over the telephone facilities 
and their operation and development at Richland in connection with the manu- 
facture of atomic bombs during World War IT. 

Prior to 1942, the area taken over by the Atomie Energy Commission was, of 
course, served by private telephone companies, which were independents At 
the time the Hanford Works were established, all telephone facilities in the area 
were purchased or condemned by the Federal Government with express provision 
being made for the preservation of the then existing rights to serve and duties 
of the telephone companies involved. 

The General Telephone Co. of the Northwest (General Telephone) is a member 
of our association and owns franchises and rights to serve in a substantial 
portion of the Hanford Works area, including Richland and certain contiguous 
exchanges. This company provides long-distance connections for the entire 
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Richland exchange, all pay-station service, and PBX service at the Desert Inn 
Hotel in Richland. General Telephone is prepared to resume the telephone sery 
ice in such area and to purchase the relevant properties owned by the Govern 
ment at a fair value. 

It would be breach of understanding and contrary to the original intent when 
the Government took over the telephone properties and operation, for Congress 
not to provide here for resumption of service by the established private utility 
serving the area. It also would be contrary to the basic concepts of private 
enterprise and against public interest to provide for governmental ownership 
and operation of the telephone properties in the city of Richland, a radical de- 
parture from the American system. All Richland telephone service and facilities 
not required for security reasons to be retained by the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission for the official Hanford network should be sold at their fair value to the 
established private utility, holding franchise and rights to serve in the area. For 
Congress to provide otherwise, now that the emergency is passed, would dis- 
courage private enterprise which made the industry an outstanding and an im- 
portant segment in American economy, create a startling new area of govern 
mental competition and ownership, and constitute a definite step toward socialism. 

General Telephone is among the finest and most efficient telephone companies 
in the United States. Its resources are amply sufficient to enable it to finance 
the purchase and operation of the facilities to be disposed of by the Atomic 
Energy Commission, provide the most modern and efficient service, and institute 
all improvements which may be required in the future. Its rates and services 
are subject to State regulation and its tariffs are presently on file with the 
Washington Public Service Commission which regulates General Telephone’s 
service in the area. Integration of the telephone facilities at Richland with 
General Telephone’s established facilities and lines in the area will result in 
the most efficient and economical service which can be provided. 

It is time that the telephone facilities and operation of the communications 
system at Richland be returned as originally intended to the private utility in 
whose operating territory the facilities are located, just as was done at Oak 
Ridge, Tenn. Legislation should provide for this specifically. Amendments to the 
committee print of June 30, 1955, which would make clear such an intent are 
included in the statement which has been submitted by Mr. Jarman, president 
of the General Telephone Co. of the Northwest. 

For all of these reasons, we are concerned to assure adherence to the under- 
standing reached when the Federal Government took over the ownership and 
operation of telephone facilities during the national emergency, and that this 
private enterprise be given the right to resume its proper and traditional place 
in service to Richland. 

But there is a still more serious concern. As presently written, the bill might 
possibly be interpreted to espouse and encourage an unprecedented expansion 
of Government ownership and operation in a field hitherto exclusively and 
traditionally occupied successfully by private industry. At best, the language 
of the bill is ambiguous. If it could be read to authorize transfer of the tele- 
phone properties to a governmental entity, it might constitute as a practical 
matter a complete foreclosure of acquisition of the properties by the private 
utility which was displaced in the area. Section 84 provides that properties 
transferable to a governmental entity ‘“‘may be made without charges,” and that 
the Commission shall be governed by the majority vote of the voters in the 
community in determining the entity to which “municipal installations” shall 
be transferred. Furthermore, the Commission may not make a disposal for 
4 years unless a vote is taken sooner. In other words, if telephone utility 
properties are included among the “municipal installations” transferable, the 
citizens of the municipality will determine whether to take as a gift for their 
own benefit many thousands of dollars worth of telephone properties without 
cost or permit such properties to be sold to private enterprise at their fair 
value. 

It is difficult to believe that the draftsman of the bill intended to construct 
such an inescapable inducement to Government operation of a business which 
historically has been operated exclusively and successfully by private enter- 
prise. Indeed, we think the evident purpose of the bill is to get the Federal 
Government out of competition with business—a purpose nurtured by the admin- 
istration. We do not suppose that this or any other administration would 
knowingly favor legislation which would replace Federal emergency operation 
of a business traditionally reserved to private enterprise by peacetime operation 
through a local government. 
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Moreover, the properties involved are federally owned properties, purchased 
with funds of taxpayers throughout the Nation, including the members of our 
association. We vehemently oppose anything in the bill which could possibly 
be read as authorizing a gift of our federally owned telephone properties for a 
novel experiment in peacetime operation by any government, Federal or local. 
As taxpayers we would be especially loath to finance even such a first step toward 
the burial alive of the very successful private enterprise which incidentally 
made us taxpayers. 

Nowhere has the science of communications developed as rapidly and such 
efficient service been provided to the public, as in the case of the United States 
telephone industry—fostered, matured, and ever improved by private enterprise. 
There is no more reason for Congress to enable local governmental ownership 
of the telephone utility at Richland, than for Congress to enable the Federal 
Government to enter into the telephone business on a nationwide basis. There 
is no need or justification for governmental ownership and competition, locally 
or nationally. In this field of industry. there is and can be no question that the 
private telephone utility has the obligation and desire to render service, and is 
fully capable of doing so in the public interest. That is true generally and spe- 
cifically as to the area involved. As pointed out above, casting aside the possi 
bility that the telephone properties will be turned aver as a gift, the integration 
of the Richland properties with the properties of General Telephone in the area 
will permit more efficient and more economical service than would otherwise 
be possible. 

The telephone properties owned by the Federal Government at Richland, were 
paid for by the taxpayers of the United States, and should be sold at their fair 
value to a private utility which will return to the Treasury taxes resulting from 
their operation in the future. Certainly the taxpayers and their repersentatives 
in Congress had no intention that properties purchased in the war emergency 
for use at Richland would be turned over at the conclusion of the emergency 
as a gift to launch an experimental excursion of governmental operation of a 
business long and successfully conducted by private enterprise. Nor do we sup 
pose that the taxpayers and their representatives would knowingly supply this as 
a precedent for future inroads by Government into other areas of successful 
private enterprise. 

Unless the necessary changes are made in the bill to remove any ambiguity and 
assure transfer of these properties, at their fair value, to the private utility 
ready and willing and obligated to render service in the area, it is requested that 
formal hearings be held in the city of Washington, LD. C., and opportunity afford- 
ed this association to testify on this subject. 


PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE AMENDMENTS TO JOINT ATOMIC ENERGY COMMITTEE PRINT 
DAtED JUNE BO, 1955 


In view of conversations with Mr. Norris, counsel, Joint Atomic Energy Com- 
mittee, in which he expressed certain objections to the amendments proposed by 
the United States Independent Telephone Association and the General Tele- 
phone Co. of the Northwest to a committee print, dated June 30, 1955, the follow 
ing amendments are submitted in the alternative. The amendments would cor 
rect the bill to meet opposition to its present language which provides that it is 
the policy of Congress to require the telephone utility properties at Richland, 
Wash., to be turned over to a municipal or governmental entity, without charge, 
if such transfer is legally possible under State laws, and if the citizens of the 
community vote for such transfer. 

Page 2, line 9, after the word “installations,” delete the words “and utilities :” 
and insert a colon after the word “installations”. 

Page 22, line 1, delete the words “and utilities”. 

Paze 22, line 9, delete the word “utility,”. 

Page 23, line 11, after the word “Act,” insert “or if the governmental entity 
dloes not have the legal authority to receive the installations”, 

Page 23. line 20, delete the word “utility,”. 

Page 25, line 25, after the word “use,” insert a comma and the following 
words: “or property which normally is owned and operated in the State by 
private business and which may be sold to a private purchaser at its fair and 
reasonable value”. 
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STATEMENTS Recervep From Oak Rinvce Reswents Since PuBLICATION 
or THE HearinGs or JUNE 10, 1955 


GEORGE Norris, Jr., 
Counsel, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 


Representatives of the following groups meeting last night unanimously voted 
general endorsement of the revised community disposal bill as prepared by coun- 
sel for the Joint Committee, George Norris, Jr.: CIO chemical workers, town 
council, Oak Ridge Education Association, League of Women Voters, AFL Atomic 
Trades Council, Parents Advisory Council, hospital board, Oak Ridge Properties, 
Clinton Homes, Oak Ridge Facts Advisory Council, chamber of commerce, M. W. 
Egerton (representing certain commercial petitioners). Some of these groups 
have suggestions for minor changes which will send to you direct. 


Don McKay, 
President Oak Ridge Chamber of Commerce. 


To: Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, United States Congress. 
Subject : Disposal legislation for Oak Ridge, Tenn. 
The undersigned delegation are representative of the following organizations 
and groups in Oak Ridge, Tenn. : 
Oak Ridge Town Council 
Oak Ridge Chamber of Commerce 
Oak Ridge League of Women Voters 
The Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers International Union, CIO 
The Parents Advisory Council, Oak Ridge Schools 
The Oak Ridge Education Association 
The Oak Ridge Businessmen’s Association 


In addition to the above organizations, the delegation is also representative of 
the commercial and real estate interests at Oak Ridge. 

We have been requested and authorized upon behalf of the above to convey 
the following message to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy of the United 
States Congress. In conveying this message we believe that we are speaking the 
sentiment not only of the various groups which we represent, but also in general 
the sentiments of the residents of Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

1. We are in substantial agreement with the community disposal legislation as 
proposed by the Joint Committee draft dated June 30, 1955. Various reports, 
recommendations, and suggestions dealing with special problems showing the 
source of the suggestion, report, or recommendation are attached and submitted 
without comment. 

2. We wish to urge passage of this legislation at this session of Congress. If it 
is necessary that Richland, Wash., be eliminated from this legislation in order to 
accomplish its passage at this session, we request that this be done. 

3. We wish to recommend that section 55 (c) of the above referred to draft 
of this legislation, relating to the provision and all deeds for compensation to the 
Commission for municipal services prior to incorporation, be amended so as tc 
provide that the Commission shall consider both the national average municipal 
property tax rates for cities of comparable size and the Tennessee average mu- 
nicipal property tax in arriving at the proper rate of compensation to be charged 
purchasers during the interim prior to incorporation. 

The members of this delegation as individuals, but without representing 
that each of the above-referred organizations of groups have had the oppor- 
tunity to consider or pass upon each of the following recommendations, endorse 
the following amendments to the above-referred draft of this legislation, and 
we believe that this endorsement would meet the approval of our respective 
groups. 

1. It is recommended that the draft be amended so as to provide that if fi- 
nancing is not privately available on reasonable terms on commitments obtained 
by the Commission or others prior to the offer, the Commission shall provide 
finances. There are differences of opinion in recommending this provision for 
commercial properties. 





DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 235 


2. An amendment to the appraisal provisions of the act to provide for the 
basis of appraisals as fair market values; to provide for separate appraisals 
of land and any building thereon; to provide for appeals from initial appraisals. 

3. It is recommended that the reduction of appraisals as provided in section 
34 (a) be set at the amount of 20 percent. 


c. C. Brill, Anna B. Nance, Garrett Asher, Don J. McKay, E. D. 
Ballard, M. W. Easton, R. W. Wilson, J. E. Greene, W. H. Taylor. 


TOWN COUNCIL RESOLUTION, JULY 9, 1955 


Whereas town council, as the only elected body in Oak Ridge, considers itself 
duty bound to express its position in the matter of disposal; and whereas the 
real interests of the United States Government, as well as of the citizens of 
Oak Ridge, and the interest of a successful disposal program are best served 
by the adoption of an attractive program, more reasonable than those pre- 
sented in past sample appraisals; and whereas it is agreed that simplicity of 
wording and of arrangements would be of advantage: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the council supports town disposal, and be it resolved that 
council supports, as an optional method of disposal, the Richland proposal of 
home sale at a price materially reduced below appraised value, without guar- 
anty or indemnity of any kind for the event of decreasing employment in a 
single-industry town; be it 

Resolved, That the simplified, qualitative wording on town support by the 
Atomic Energy Commission in the June 30 draft of the disposal bill is accept- 
able to the Council, providing that (@) standards of town and associated opera- 
tions are not reduced below present standards. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Mrs. ANNA B. NANCE, Secretary. 


The directors of the Oak Ridge Chamber of Commerce, at their regular monthly 
meeting, Monday, June 27, 1955, adopted the following resolution : 

“Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce advise the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy that it is in substantial agreement with the community-disposal 
bill as prepared by committee counsel, George Norris, Jr., and hopes that every 
step will be taken for its enactment during this session of the Congress; 

That it feels a minor change should be made in section 32 to provide that 
purchasers should be required to pay the salvage value of the home in addition 
to the value of the lot ; and 

“That it favors sales at appraisals based on the fair market value; and 

“That it desires prompt action on disposal of Oak Ridge regardless of sentiment 
in Hanford.” 


OAK Ringe, TENN. 
Re Disposal. 
Mr. C. C. Britt, 
Chairman, Town Council, Oak Ridge, Tenn. 


Dear Ciir: During the hearings of the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Atomic Energy in Oak Ridge, I felt that the then-proposed version of the disposal 
bill was quite favorable to Oak Ridgers, and that more was to be gained by early 
passage of the bill than by lengthy debate. Since then several major improve- 
ments were made in the proposed legislation, and more than ever I would like 
to urge support for passage rather than discussion of relatively minor details. 

I expressed my opinion in a letter to Joint Congressional Committee at the 
time of the Oak Ridge hearing, and also wrote to Senator Gore after studying 
the revised bill. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM K, ERGen. 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF OAK RIDGE, 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., June 29, 1955. 
Mr. GEORGE Norris, 
Counsel for Joint Committee on Atomie Energy, 
Congress of United States, Washington, D.C. 


DeaAR Mr. Norris: The League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge wish to thank 
you for the interest you have shown in the problems of Oak Ridge. The league 
has endorsed the intent and principles of the disposal bill suggested by you. 
We feel that you did an excellent job of interpreting the testimony presented at 
the hearings on June 10 and condensing the requests into the proposals of this 
bill. We enthusiastically-urge the passage of this bill this session. However, 
we feel that the clarification of the following four points would strengthen the 
bill: 

I, Chapter 5, section 55, subsection (e), should be changed by adding the fol- 
lowing sentence, “The tax equivalent payment should be in a just and reasonable 
sum giving consideration to (1) average Tennessee municipal tax rate of cities 
above 15,000 population, and (2) the national average municipal tax rate.” 

We believe that the $2.14 tax rate on 100 percent of real value, which is at 
present in effect, should not be used in the interim period. 

We anticipate the following ill effects if this rate is not lowered considerably : 

A. A tax rate this high would be taken by many prospective purchasers to be 
a permanent tax rate and we believe this would hinder sale of homes to indivi- 
duals. 

B. It would discourage the new construction of homes as it has done under 
the leased lot program. 

C. It would in turn seriously impede steps toward self-government. 

II. We believe that the bill should contain a definition of “the area for which 
municipal services are provided” mentioned in chapter 9, section 91, subsec- 
tion (a). 

Ill. We would like to see chapter 5, section 51, changed to make this bill appli- 
cable to Oak Ridge immediately and to Richland if and when the citizens indicate 
approval. 

IV. We strongly feel that section 102 of chapter 9 is very important to the 
future of the community of Aak Ridge; and would be strengthened and clarified 
by adding the phrase, “by community representatives” at the end of the para- 
graph. Under this section all problems, financial or otherwise, could be reviewed, 
with the possibility of Congressional action to alleviate any inequities. This 
assures direct communication between citizens and the Joint Committee. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. JEANNETTE C. RANDOLPH, 
President. 
Mrs. CATHERINE LEDGERWOOD, 
Chairman, Local Resource Committee. 





COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE SUGGESTED COMMUNITY DISPOSAL BILL 
DATED JUNE 1955 


We, the steering committee of the parents advisory council to the Oak Ridge 
public schools, agree with the principles expressed in chapter 1 of the new com- 
munity disposal bill. We believe that if these principles are carried out in the 
bill which is finally adopted, Oak Ridge will be able to become a normal com- 
munity in a relatively short time and with a minimum of dislocation to com- 
munity life and to the local program of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

We believe that the excellence of the Oak Ridge public school system has been 
an item of major importance in recruiting and retaining qualified technical per- 
sonnel in the local atomic energy program. In order that the school system shall 
not be adversely affected during and following community disposal program the 
following suggestions are made relative to the latest draft of the community dis- 
posal bill. 

1. Since it appears that the ultimate success of the community is dependent 
upon the local tax rate, it is recommended that payments by the Atomic Hnergy 
Commission under the provisions of section 81 and 91 (d) be high enough to en- 
able the town to operate at the present service level with a tax rate which is 
not appreciably higher than that in communities of comparable size in the State 
of Tennessee. We believe that the success or failure of the community depends 
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upon this point, for if the tax is so high as to make homeownership in Oak Ridge 
unattractive the local voters will almost certainly refuse to incorporate the town, 
and there will be a negligible amount of new construction, and the community 
and the local atomic energy program will suffer as a result. 

It is recognized that eventually the tax rate in the community must be set by 
the voters themselves. If, however, during the transition period payments in lieu 
of taxes are kept at the present high level ($2.14 per $100 at 100 percent of evalua 
tion) it seems practically a certainty that the disposal program will be a failure. 

2. The continuance of financial support by the Atomic Energy Commission is 
a matter of major concern to local residents who realize that the town cannot now 
maintain municipal services at the necessary level in the absence of such sup 
port, and that there is little probability of other major industry locating in Oak 
Ridge. It is presumed that the revision provided for in section 102 is intended to 
fill this need. Under any circumstances, it is felt that there should be some pro 
vision for payments to be made by the Atomic Energy Commission to the local 
governmental unit beyond the 5-year limitation set in section S81 and in addition 
to payments in lieu of taxes on Commission property within the municipal area. 
The most logical and satisfactory solution to this problem would seem to be 
payments in lieu of taxes on the plants. There may, however, be another possible 
solution to this problem. 

3. The present draft does not specify the amount or percentage of the Atomic 
Energy Commission's payments to be.employed for the operation of the public 
school system, Until the local voters have an opportunity to decide whether the 
school system shall be independent of other municipal functions within the limits 
provided by Tennessee law, or shall compete with them for funds, it is recom 
mended that the system be guaranteed an independent income sufficient to allow 
operation at a level no lower than that maintained at present. 

We feel that incorporation of the above suggestions would make the proposed 
hill a highly desirable one for the community, and we strongly recommend the 
passage of a bill embodying these changes at the earliest practicable date 

JAMES C. BARTON, 
Chairman, Oak Ridge Parents Advisory Coun 


Oak RipcGe, TENN., July 8, 1955 
Mr. ¢. C. Brim, 
Chairman, Oak Ridge Town Couneil, 
Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

Dear Mr. Brite: I would like to propose that one additional credit be allowed 
an Oak Ridge resident who desires to purchase any Government-owned resi 
dential property. The validity of the claim for credit rests on the fact that 
rentors who have been willing to purchase their dwelling units have had to pay 
rental fees over the years that amount in total to as much as three-quarters the 
sample appraisal cost of that unit; there are, of course, a number of variations of 
this simple case, The credit that I seek would be a fixed percentage of the total 
rent paid by an Oak Ridge resident to a Government contractor or subcontractor 
and would be applied to the purchase price of any Government-owned residential 
property which that resident contracts to buy. 

Yours truly, 
A. C. STEWART, 
Vember, Oak Ridge Town Council 


OLIVER SPRINGS, TENN., June 15, 1955 
Hon. Howarp BAKER, 
Congressman, Second Congressional District, 
Huntsville, Tenn. 

Dear Sir: In regard to the matter we spoke of in Oak Ridge on Friday, the 
10th, this letter concerns the sale of the nonresidential, nnimproved land which 
Will be sold off along the north side of Oak Ridge. The section of this property 
which I owned at the time of the AEC “purchase” of said land is still the only 
source of home water supply for the remainder of my farm. 

I feel that we people who were dispossessed of our property should have the 
right to rebuy this property at the price paid to us by the Government—less the 
cost of reimmproving the land (I have in mind the specific case of my own 400 
peak-bearing peach trees, 200 apple trees, and 4 acres of strawberries, for all of 
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which we were “paid” $42 per acre). It seems nothing more than fair that the 
United States Government sell this land back to me for what they gave me for 
it, less the depreciation of the orchards and the cost of replacing them. 
It is my sincere hope that you will work in behalf of many in my predicament. 
Yours truly, 
H. T. MAHONEY. 


OAK RIDGE PROPERTIES, INC., 
Knozville, Tenn., July 12, 1955, 
Mr. GEORGE NorRRIs, 
Counsel for Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Norris: The revised disposal bill certainly reflects that the needs 
of Oak Ridge have been recognized by the committee. I have only the suggestion 
as per our conversation in Washington yesterday which, when I mentioned it to 
you, you thought quite reasonable. The suggested change is as follows: 

SEc. 32. BASIS OF APPRAISAL 

Line 10 now reads: 

“(b) * * * in case of single residential properties which * * *” 

If changed, would read: 

“(b) * * * in case of properties which * * *” 

The pleasant reception the Oak Ridgers received in Washington was very 
much appreciated. I might say that without exception everyone seems to feel 
that a grand job has been done to incorporate into the bill all the desirable points. 
I sincerely feel, as do practically all the others, that the bill is now in the best 
public interests not only for the people of Oak Ridge but most assuredly for the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the public as a whole. 

With best wishes, I remain. 

Very truly yours, 
GUILFORD GLAZER. 


JUNE 28, 1955. 
Hon. GrorGE Norris, Jr., 
Committee Counsel, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Norris: In connection with the disposal of Oak Ridge, we have 
given consideration to the redrafted act bearing printed date of June 22, and 
desire to have our views expressed on this act by our representative, 
Mr. M. W. Egerton. 

As businessmen in Oak Ridge, we are sincerely and deeply concerned with the 
disposal of properties here—not selfishly—but because we know that our total 
future depends upon the establishment of a home-owned community, and unless 
the disposal is worked out in such a way that this result is obtained then we 
will have failed in our purpose. 

We are fundamentally concerned with the fact that no disposal of properties 
in housing additions, or otherwise, has ever been successfully accomplished 
unless the builder or owner provides a method of financing the sales of property, 
and we do not believe a disposal at Oak Ridge can be accomplished involving, as 
it does, much more than any single housing addition unless financing is provided. 
Accordingly, we have had prepared a proposal for financing by the Commission 
of all sales, unless private enterprise within a limited time is willing to furnish 
financing on the same terms as provided by the Commission, under our proposal. 

Involved, of course, in financing is the method of appraisal of properties and 
the creation of classes of priorities. The many reasons why proposals which 
we have prepared in all of these fields should be adopted can be explained by 
our representative far better than they can be stated in a letter. 

Some other provision of the June 22 printed act seem to require clarification 
or modification and our representative will point these matters out at the time a 
hearing is provided. 

We appreciate your cooperation and courtesy and the further privilege of 
discussion of the matter. 

Yours very truly, 
T. D. Cline, Loveman’s, Inc.; Richard E. Hotson, Jr., Townsite Service 
Station; J. B. Farley, Bass Drug Store; Carl Bruner, for Bruner 
Build., Inc.; Bruner Grocery; Oak Home Laundry; Central 
Service Station, R. C. Brown; Crowe & O’Conner Auto Service, 
John A. O’Conner; Woodland Enterprises, Joe D. Anderson; 
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Woodland Super Markets, Joe W. Anderson; W. M. Roach, 
Woodland Drug Store; Unke Oil Co., T. L. Unke ; Glenn E. 
Francis, Jr.; Mrs. Ray Boman, Mayflower Grill, Inc.; Wm. R. Ban, 
Price Valley Pharmacy ; Woodland Barber Shop, Theodore Fields ; 
Earl Lyle Paint & Contracting Co., Earl Lyle; The Music Box, 
Horace V. Cerrute: W. T. Simpson, W. T. Simpson, Public 
Accountant; Unke Esso Service, T. L. Unke; City Market, Inc., 
P. C. Osborne; Reeder Motor Co., Ine., Richard Reeder; Park 
Sign Co., by Edw. W. Dougherty; C. & S. Market, T. G. Phelps; 
Oak Ridge Optical Dispensary ; Bank of Oak Ridge, L. H. Skeen ; 
W. J. Hatfield; Lizz’s Food Market, E. Leslie Dunlap; Hall’s 
Shoe Repair, Hall R. Rucker, Sr., Moses Barber Shop, Glenn 
Moses; J. E. Lutz & Co., by Howard Hodges; The Cloth Shop, 
Carolyn Smith; Ethel D. Glenn Agency, Ethel D. Glenn; Casto 
and Wilde, Marie S. Wilde; Crum-Williams Insurance Agency, 
Cc. C. Williams; Miller Refining Co., H. E. Miller; Edith S. Hall, 
East Village Beauty Shop; Jackson Hardware & Appliance 
Corp., W. C. Jackson, president; Automatic Laundry Service Co., 
W. C. Jackson, partner; Georgia M. Holm, Hobbyland; Jeffer- 
son Standard Life Insurance Co., by J. Wendell Davis, district 
manager; Reed Shoe Shop, Frank Reed; Sportsman Service & 
Supply, by Mrs. Roy Wood; C. A. T. Store, J. W. Allen; Rudy’s 
Market, J. R. Huling; B. & R. Variety, Ben Witt; Ridge Auto 
& Home Supply, Inc., J. Nash Copeland; Patterson Insurance 
Agency, Alfred H. Patterson ; Been Radio & T. V., Stuart A. 
Been; Knights, Mrs. M. L. Gupton; Grove Center Pharmacy, 
BE. L. "Niles : H. R. White, Jeweler, H. R. White; Mrs. Gress Blu- 
ford; W. A. Bluford; E. E. Kirby; Adcox-Kirby Pontiac Co., 
Herbert Adcox; Frank Mills, Mills Flowers & Cameras; Reading 
Buick Co., by J. L. Reading; Oak Ridge Motors, Ine., Glen E. 
Van Dyke, Jr., president; Crowe & O’Connor Auto Service, John 
A. O'Connor; Oak Ridge Cold Storage Co., Z. Cashner; Carl 8S. 
Heloich Construction Co., Carl S. Heloich; Anna Florence 
Schoefer, Snow White Drive, ae Anna Florence Schoefer, 
Zugler’s; Elm Grove Drug Store, H. S. McGinley; J. H. McMilon, 
Service Drug Store; Hoskins Service Drug Store No. 4; Grove 
Center Barber Shop, Robert Whitaker, manager; West Town 
Facility, Hamilton National Bank, by Floyd Carringer, assistant 
vice president; Wayne Theater, O. E. Bleness; Orco, Ine., John 
Van Dyke; Joe T. Faulkner Motor Co., Joe T. Faulkner; Ridge 
Needlecraft Shop, Jean C. Lane; Middle Town Barber Shop, 
A. L. Baker; Thrifty Drug Co., Stanley Roberts; Central Hard- 
ware Co., W. C. Jackson; Harveys Furniture & Appliance Co., 
J. T. Harvey; Credit Bureau of Anderson County, John W. 
Morton, owner; Alexander Hotel, by W. J. Wardlaw, manager; 
J. E. Bouldin, general manager, WOKE; J. J. Wender, executive 
partner, Wender Department Store; the following tenants of 
Wender Department Store: Tyrone & Tyler, C. & S. Laundry, 
Srich Diner, Loranza’s Beauty Salon, Youngland Shop, Hawk’s, 
Ine., Loback’s Shoes, Wender’s Men’s Shop, Inc., Western Auto 
Co., Clinch T. V. Athletic Shop, Cardle & Teens, Grove Center, 
by J. J. Wender, executive partner; J. Jay’s Men’s Shop, by J. J. 
Wender, president; L. J. Hurley, partner in Joy Supermarket, 
Jackson Square and East Village Supermarket; R. D. Cunning- 
ham, partner, in Joy Supermarket, Grove Center, Big Town Mar- 
ket and Big Town Service Station; H. C. McCrary, partner, Joy 
Supermarkets, Jackson Square, East Village Supermarket, Grove 
Center; Myron J. Marks, partner, Joy Supermarket, Jackson 
Square, East Village Supermarket; B. A. Morton, Jr., partner in 
Joy Supermarket and Grove Center; J. G. Morton, partner in 
Joy Supermarket. 
Amend shapter 2, section 1, by including the following: “(j) The term ‘person’ 
Shall include wherev er appropriate individuals, partnerships, and corporations.” 
Amend section 32 to read as follows: 
“Sec. 32. APPRAISALS.—AIl properties to be offered for sale shall be appraised 


by the Housing and Home Finance Administrator, or his designee, on the follow- 
ing basis: 
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“1. Each lot or tract of land shall be appraised without reference to any 
building or other structure located thereon, taking into consideration location 
and available improvements such as sewer, streets, water, electric power, etc. 

“2. Each building or other structure located on each lot or tract of land shall 
be appraised separately from the land upon a uniform basis of cost of reproduc- 
tion new, less depreciation and obsolescenses. 

“3. Housing and Home Finance Administrator shall publish the appraisal so 
made promptly upon the completion thereof and shall provide for a board ot 
review to eXamine the same. Any person holding a priority of the first class on 
any property so appraised or the Commission may appeal the initial appraisal 
so made to the board of review within a period of 30 days after publication of the 
initial appraisal. Such appeal shall be in writing and shall state the reasons for 
the appeal and change desired by the appellant. The board of review shall dis- 
pose of such appeals in accordance with such regulations as it shall adopt and 
the determination of the board of review shall be final and binding.” 

Amend section 35 to read as follows: “Src. 33. Postrne.—Upon completion of 
the appraisals provided for in section 32, such appraisals shall 30 days prior to 
the offering of such property for sale be made available for public inspection and 
use at reasonable times at the office of the Commission at the community. Public 
notice of such postings shall be given by the Commission in such manner as the 
Commission may provide. Posting of all property to be sold need not be made 
at one time but each posting shall be of such areas as the Commission may 
designate in its notice.” 

Amend section 54 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 354. SALES, TERMS, SPECIAL CREDITS.— 

“1. All sales made to holders of priorities of either the first or second class 
shall be on the following terms. 

a) The appraised value shall be reduced by the appraised value of im- 
provements, if any, made by the priority holder and included in the total ap- 
praised value. 

“(b) The sale price shall be the appraised value so reduced, or, in the event 
the priority holder has a lease or agreement giving a right to purchase at a 
price fixed in such lease or agreement which is less than the appraised value 
so reduced, then the price fixed in such agreement. 

“(e) The sale price so fixed shall be payable in 240 equal monthly installments 
including interest at the rate of 5 percent per annum, the first installment being 
due upon closing of the sale and monthly thereafter. 

“The unpaid purchase price shall be secured by a mortgage trust deed, or 
other instrument, which shall provide for monthly deposits on account of taxes 
(or payments in lieu of taxes) and insurance. The mortgage trust deed or 
security instrument shall also provide that the Commission or the holder of 
the indebtedness secured by it shall accept a conveyance of the security in full 
satisfaction of the unpaid balance due thereon provided (1) that all monthly 
installments due prior to the date of such conveyance have been paid in full: 
and (2) that all other prior liens for taxes, etc., have been paid: and (3) that 
possession of the property is forthwith surrendered; and (4) that either (a) 
the maker of the note has been transferred by the Commission or its contractors 
to some other geographic location as an employee of the Commission or its con- 
tractors; or (b) that the total number of operating, maintenance, and admini- 
strative employees in production and research facilities engaged in any of the 
purposes and programs established by chapters 1-19 of this act, whether or not 
conducted for the United States Government, at the project area at Oak Ridge, 
as determined by the Commission, has been less than 12,088. In the case of 
property at Richland, the obligation referred to in this subsection shall arise 
only if, for the 6 months last preceding the date on which it is invoked, the 
total number of operating, maintenance, and administrative employees in pro- 
duction and research facilities engaged in any of the purposes and programs es- 
tablished by chapters 1-19 of this act, whether or not conducted for the United 
States Government, at the project area at Hanford, Wash., as determined by 
the Commission, has been less than 6,142. Such employment shall be determined 
on the basis of the pay period or periods ending nearest the 15th of each month. 

‘2 All sales made to persons other than priority holders shall be made for not 
less than 20 percent in cash with the balance payable in not more than 4 equal 
annual installments with interest payable annually on the unpaid balance at the 
rate of 5 percent per annum. 

“2. Any purchaser may elect to pay the purchase price in cash, in which event 
the appraised value shall be discounted by 5 percent. 





DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED COMMUNITY 241 


“4. Any properties not sold within 1 year after the expiration of all priorities 
may be reappraised by the Commission and sold by it at not less than such reap- 
praised price upon such terms and conditions as the Commission deems advisable. 
All such prices fixed by reappraisals shall be published by the Commission 50 
days before any sales are made thereat and in the event that more than one person 
desires to purchase the same or overlapping property, such property shall be sold 
at public auction at not less than the reappraised price. 

“5. Any properties acquired by the Commission by foreclosure or reconveyed 
to the Commission, or its nominees, under the terms hereof may be reappraised 
and sold by the Commission at not less than the reappraised value in the same 
manner as is provided in (d) above. 

“6. Deeds and other instruments executed in connection with the sale of the 
property pursuant to the provisions of this chapter may contain such warranties 
or covenants of title as the Commission may deem appropriate and shall be in 
such form as prescribed by the Commission. 

“7. In transferring any property pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, 
the Commission may impose such restrictions and requirements relating to the 
use of the premises and to public health and safety prior to the transfer of muni- 
cipal facilities to the city as the Commission may deen: appropriate, which restric- 
tions and requirements shall remain in effect for a period of 1 year after the trans- 
fer of municipal facilities to the city. 

“8S. The Commission is specifically authorized to sell any security instruments 
received by it under the provision of this chapter or to contract for the collection 
and handling thereof for its account. 

“9. The Commission shall ask commitments for the financing of sales on the 
terms set forth in this section from persons interested and shall award such 
financing to such persons willing to make commitments. To the extent that com- 
mitments are no available the Commission shall finance all sales on the terms 
herein set forth. Such commitments, if any, shall be obtained prior to the posting 
provided for in section 33 hereof.” 

Amend section 43 to read as follows : 

“Sec. 43. PRiorities.—I. The following rights of priority shall be applicable 
in the sale of property. 

(a) FIRST CLASS. 

“1. First priority, the lessee, licensee, or concessionaire. 
“2. The occupant or in case of a multiple occupancy building, the occupant 
who has the longer continuous occupancy of the building. 

*“(b) SECOND CLASS. 

Occupant other than of the first class in order of seniority of occupancy. 
Any resident in order of application. 
Any project connected person in order of application. 

“4. Such other priorities as the Commission may in its discretion deem 

desirable. 

Conflicting claims between persons as to priority shall be resolved by the Com- 
mission in accordance with the provisions of this act under such rules and 
regulations as the Commission deems appropriate, and the judgment of the 
Commission shall be final and binding on all parties. 

“II. Priorities of the first class shall expire 90 days after the publication of 
the final appraisal of the property on which such priority is Claimed. Priorities 
of the second class shall expire 90 days after the expiration of the time within 
Which priorities of the first class may be exercised. After the expiration of all 
priorities any properties then remaining in the hands of the Commission may 
be sold to reputable applicants in order of application or to the highest bidder 
at not less than the appraised value, subject to such rules as the Commission 
may prescribe. 

“TIL. TRANSFERABILITY.—No priority shall be transferable, except 

“(a) A husband and wife may exercise a priority in their joint names: 

“(b) A religious organization may exercise the priority which would other 
wise belong to its priest, minister, or rabbi, regardless of whether that position 
happens to be filled at the time of the exercise of the priority : 

“(c¢) Two or more priority holders having a common interest in a building or 
location may assign their interests to a single assignee : 

“(d) The Commission may permit such other transfers as it finds to be fair 
and equitable: and 

“(e) The exercise of a right of priority by the above excepted classes shall! 
carry with it all of the privileges of the original priority holder.” 

Amend section 53 by eliminating the allonges thereto. 
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